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POSTERIOR ANALYTICS
INTRODUCTION
I. The Composition of the Analytics
Ιτ is hardly satisfactory to discuss the contents of the Posterior Analytics without first considering whether the work is rightly named ; that is, whether (upon the whole) it presupposes and forms a logical sequel to the Prior Analytics. Aristotle himself does not distinguish the two ; when, in the course of another treatise, he has occasion to mention either, he refers simply to τα ’Αναλυτικά. The division into Prior and Posterior is not certainly earlier than about a.e>. 200, when Alexander of Aphrodisias wrote his commentary on An. Pr. I ; but it can be traced back with probability to the Alexandrian scholar Hermippus (late third century b.c.). The presumption that the names so assigned correspond to the order of actual composition has been assailed by Professor F. Solmsen (Die Entwicklung der aristotelischen Logik und Ilhetorik, Berlin, 1929)· At the time when I was translating the Prior Analytics I was disposed to accept his conclusions ; but I have since changed my mind. It is not possible here to examine Solmsen’s ingenious arguments in detail (this has been done sufficiently by Sir David Ross in the introduction to his edition of the Analytics) ; but it may be useful to summarize some of the more important and to indicate how they may be met.
Assuming that Aristotle’s thought became pro-
2
POSTERIOR ANALYTICS
gressively emancipated from Platonic influence, Solm-sen offers (among others) the following grounds for supposing that An. Post, is more Platonic, and therefore earlier, than An. Pr. :
1.	It is preoccupied (especially in Book I) with mathematics.
2.	Its theory of άρχαι springs from Plato’s doctrine of υποδέσεις in Rep. vi-vii.
3.	It contains passages implying acceptance of the Theory of Forms (treatment of points, lines, planes and solids as a “ chain of Forms,” 73 a 35 ; recognition of a ev παρά τα πολλά, 100 a 7).
4.	The word ορος, common in An. Pr., rare in An. Post., represents the final stage in the development of Aristotle’s thought away from the Platonic είδος, by way of καθόλου, to a purely logical conception.
5.	In the Politics, if we accept Jaeger’s conclusions, discussion of the Ideal State precedes consideration of existing imperfect states ; in the same way the doctrine of scientific demonstration by the first figure should precede the examination of indirect or inconclusive methods of reasoning, just as in Aristotle himself Platonic idealism gave place to a scientific interest in observable facts.
More generally, (6) the tentative methods of An. Post, provide a significant contrast with the brisk assurance of An. Pr.
Ross has shown (I think) very fairly that, however much truth there may be in these arguments, none is conclusive. (1) Mathematics is the only science that can provide examples of pure demonstration. (2) No one doubts that Aristotle’s theory of άρχ αι owes much to its Platonic prototype, but the differences are at least as great as the resemblances.
3
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(3) The passages cited need not and should not be interpreted as evidence for belief in Forms. (4) ορος (in the sense of “ term ”) occurs more often in An. Post, than Solmsen apparently realized (fifteen times instead of three ?) ; in any case one would expect to find it more often in a discussion of formal logic ; and it is defined only in An. Pr. 24 b 16. (One might add that Aristotle’s terminology is so fluid that no argument of this kind can be really cogent.) (5) The argument from analogy (for it is no more than this), though attractive, can hardly be said to prove anything ; and if we are assessing probabilities it may-well seem strange that Aristotle, having discovered syllogism in Barbara, should elaborate a whole theory of demonstration before experimenting to see what could be done with other combinations of premisses. (6) Apart from the fact that An. Pr. is a more highly finished work, differences of manner and method can be sufficiently explained by differences in the nature and difficulty of the subject-matter.
These counter-arguments weaken but do not destroy Solmsen’s thesis. Far more telling is the evidence of direct reference and presupposition. Ross has shown that all the explicit references from one work to the other support the traditional order, and that at least eighteen of the thirty-four chapters of An. Post. I contain passages that definitely presuppose a knowledge of An. Pr. ; so that, to accommodate the received text to Solmsen’s view, we must assume more re-writing than is consistent with reasonable probability.
If, as I hope, this summary gives a fair picture of the facts, we can be moderately confident that the Prior Analytics is really the earlier work (apart from
4
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a few passages which seem to have been added after the Posterior Analytics was written).
II. The Conditions of Scientific Knowledge
In the Prior Analytics Aristotle has stated and developed his theory of syllogism, analysed and illustrated the various figures, moods and modes, described the conditions under which syllogism is possible, examined its mechanism and properties, given practical advice for its use, and distinguished it from other methods of reasoning. He now turns to the problem of knowledge : what it is, how it is acquired, how guaranteed to be true, how expanded and systematized.
Knowledge and Demonstration
In the first three chapters we are shown that all reasoned acquisition of knowledge involves a process in which the mind advances from something that is already known. This starting-point may be knowledge of (a) fact, or (b) meaning, or (c) both. It seems clear that Aristotle has already tacitly restricted his survey to ίτηστή/ιη proper, because he illustrates (a) by a general axiom and (b) and (c) by mathematical examples ; and he goes on to qualify his original statement by observing that when we draw an inference by syllogism in the first figure, although the major premiss must be known at the outset, the minor may only be grasped at the same time as the conclusion. Thus he shoAvs (1) that some of our previous knowledge may be only potential, (2) that reasoning consists in the actualization of potential knowledge ; and (pointing out in passing the differ-
5
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ence between universal and enumerative propositions) prepares us for his explicit account of scientific knowledge (ch. i).
We have unqualified knowledge of a fact only if we
(1)	attribute it to its true cause and (2) recognize it as necessary. One form of such knowledge is acquired by demonstration through syllogism. The ultimate premisses from which our conclusions are drawn must be (1) true, or the conclusions would not be demonstrable as necessary, (2) primary and immediate, because otherwise they could only be known by demonstration. They must also be causative of the conclusions, prior (as being causative and more fundamental in nature) and better known (i.e., more intelligible in themselves, as being more universal). Finally they must be appropriate, i.e., not borrowed from a different genus.
These ultimate premisses are of two kinds. First there are axioms (αξιώματα, κοινά, κοιναι άρχαι), among which Aristotle reckons not only universal principles such as the Laws of Contradiction and Excluded Middle, but principles such as “ equals subtracted from equals leave equal remainders,” which are relevant only to quantities. Perhaps it was his failure to distinguish these that made him uncertain about the precise function of the axioms in demonstration ; at any rate he speaks of them sometimes as the source (ε£ ων), sometimes as the means (δί ών). Secondly, there are	principles special
to individual sciences : these are either νποθίσ-ας, assumptions that the primary subjects of the science exist, or ορισμοί, nominal definitions of technical terms. These principles are not demonstrable. If knowledge were only possible through demonstration,
6
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then either (1) demonstration would consist in an infinite regress, and we should never reach first principles, or (2) if we did reach them they would be themselves indemonstrable and unknowable. Aristotle shows that there is no escape from this difficulty by supposing that everything can be proved by circular demonstration, because this does not prove anything at all (chs. ii-iii). How the first principles are known is not explained until the end of Book II.
Demonstration and its Premisses
Scientific knowledge is concerned only with necessary facts ; these can only be known as necessary if they are proved as such ; therefore the premisses from which they are proved must be necessary. They must also be scientific ; and this implies certain relations between predicate and subject. (1) The predicate must be true of all the subject. (2) The predicate must be essential to the subject, or the subject to the predicate. (3) The predicate must be true of the subject considered strictly as itself, not as a member of a higher class. Only so will the conclusion state a commensurately universal relation between predicate and subject (Aristotle shows how we may fail in achieving this result) ; and only so will it be known to be necessary (chs. iv-viii).
It follows that the facts of one science cannot be proved from the principles of another, unless the former is in some sense a sub-genus of the latter ; that facts which are not eternal (viz. intermittent phenomena) can be proved and known only in so far as they exhibit eternally necessary connexions ; and that the special principles of single sciences cannot be proved from common principles (chs. ix-x). How
7
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the common principles can be used (1) by science and
(2)	by dialectic is briefly indicated in ch. xi.
Faulty conclusions may be reached by (1) the right use of premisses which, though appropriate to the subject-genus, state false connexions ; (2) the wrong use of true and appropriate premisses ; (3) the use (right or wrong) of inappropriate premisses. Further, a logical proof may fall short of scientific demonstration if it fails to show the reason as well as the fact; e.g., if the premisses are not immediate, or if proof is in the second figure where the middle term does not exhibit the cause. (Fact and explanation may even fall under different sciences, if one is in any sense subordinate to the other.) Only the first figure can satisfy the requirements of science by demonstrating the reason as well as the fact (chs. xii-xiv).
There can be immediate negative as well as affirmative premisses—not if either term belongs to a class which excludes the other (nor, it would seen, if both belong to the same class), but only if both are summa genera or categories (ch. xv).
Forms of Error or Ignorance
Error with regard to an immediate proposition may be due either to assuming or to falsely inferring its contrary. Aristotle enumerates the forms that such false inference can take, and then shows how it is possible to infer falsely the contrary of a mediated proposition. Lack of a sense-faculty may hinder one’s grasp of a general principle (chs. xvi-xviii).
There can he no infinite chain of Predication
The steps of Aristotle’s reasoning are not always
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easy to follow, and it may be helpful to set them out in some detail.
How can we be sure that propositions are immediate ? Is it not always possible to interpolate middle terms ? If so, predication will form an infinite chain.
Since there are predicates which cannot be subjects and subjects which cannot be predicates, we can restate our problem in the form : If a chain of predication in which the predicate (or subject) of one proposition becomes the subject (or predicate) of the next is limited in one direction, can it be infinite in the other ? If not, the chain must be finite, and our original question is answered : there cannot be infinite interpolation, because if there could be an infinite number of middles between any two terms in our chain, the chain as a whole would be infinite; which ex hypothesi it is not.
To ensure that his proof shall be comprehensive Aristotle shows that if a chain proving an affirmative conclusion must be limited at both ends, so must a chain proving a negative conclusion ; because the mediation of a negative premiss always involves (in any figure) the introduction of a new affirmative premiss, so that if the number of affirmative premisses in a chain is limited, so is the number of negative premisses. It remains to prove that an affirmative chain must be limited at both ends.
Aristotle first offers two dialectical proofs. (1) In strict predication as it is used by the sciences the subject is a substance, which (not being itself predicable) is the downward limit of predication. From this extend upward chains of predication (whether of essential attributes, properties or accidents) terminating in the categories, which are the upward
9
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limit ; they are finite in number, and so are the attributes in any category ; therefore there can be no infinite chain.
(2)	The conclusion of any chain of propositions can be known only if it is proved ; but if the chain is infinite it cannot be traversed and proof is impossible. Therefore, unless the claim of certainty made by science is to be abandoned, the chain cannot be infinite.
(3)	The third proof is called analytical as being based upon arguments proper to demonstrative science. Essential attributes (with which alone science is concerned) either are elements in the definition of their subject or include their subject in their own definition. Catenary predication to infinity of either kind of attribute would entail definition containing an infinite number of elements, and this, as Aristotle has observed (84 a 7), is impossible (chs. xix-xxii).
Two corollaries follow : (1) that an attribute is not necessarily to be proved common to two subjects in virtue of something else common to them—this would result in an infinity of middle terms ; (2) to prove a connexion we must pack the interval by selecting middle terms that give a chain of immediate premisses, whether affirmative or negative (ch. xxiii).
Sundry comparisons and distinctions
Aristotle ncnv discusses at some length the respective merits of universal and particular demonstration, and shows that on many grounds the former is superior. Similarly, affirmative is superior to negative demonstration, and Ostensive proof to reductio ad impossibile (chs. xxiv-xxvi). Next he shows (1) on what grounds 10
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one science is to be preferred to another, and (2) how one science may be distinguished from another (chs. xxvii-xxviii).
The rest of the book (except ch. xxxii, which consists of arguments to show that syllogisms cannot all have the same premisses) touches upon various deviations from or approximations to scientific knowledge. First we are shown that there may be more than one proof (but not scientific proof) of the same conclusion ; then that there is demonstration (in some sense) of connexions which are not invariable. Finally, knowledge is contrasted with sense-perception and opinion, and “ quickness of wit ” is mentioned as a special flair for apprehending causes (chs. xxix-xxxiv).
Demonstration and Definition
In the second book Aristotle turns to definition. Difficulties begin as soon as he enunciates the “ four kinds of question ” which science tries to answer : τό ὅτι, to διότι, el «ττι, τί ecmv. “ The fact, the reason, whether it is, what it is ” ; it seems clear from Aristotle’s first examples that his questions are
(1)	Is Χ Y ? (2) Why is Χ Y ? (3) Does X exist ?
(4)	What is X ?—X being a substance (centaur, god, man). But when he goes on to say that in every case we are looking for a middle term or cause, doubts arise ; because it is not obviously true that when we ask whether a substance exists, or what it is, we are inquiring for its cause. It is true that every substance has its place in the natural order, and that it is what it is for some natural purpose ; but to judge from the examples which follow in ch. ii, that is not the sort of cause that Aristotle has in mind ; he has already turned his attention to attributes and events, with
11
ARISTOTLE
which the rest of his discussion is chiefly concerned. It seems, then, that the opening formula, designed to be comprehensive, is misleading, and the questions resolve themselves into two : Is Χ Y ? and Why is Χ Y ? The implication is that definition should be causal; we shall see later how Aristotle develops this view (chs. i-ii).
There follows an aporematic survey of problems connected with demonstration and definition. Among the conclusions tentatively drawn are (1) that the two operations are quite distinct, (2) that a definition cannot be proved (a) by syllogism or (b) by division or (c) hypothetically, (3) that definition proves nothing, and (4) that neither demonstration nor definition enables us to know the essence of a thing (chs. iii-vii).
Aristotle now begins to inquire how definition really is related to demonstration. Bare knowledge that a given event, e.g., eclipse, exists leads to nothing; but if we once grasp by induction what sort of thing it is, i.e. to what genus it belongs, we can then look for the cause that explains why that generic attribute belongs to the subject. Any middle term that establishes an actual connexion between attribute and subject will prove that the event takes place or exists ; thus we can prove that privation of light (the genus of eclipse) applies to the moon ; and this by rearrangement gives (1) the crude verbal definition that eclipse is privation of light of the moon. But if we can prove the attribute of the subject by immediate premisses through one or more middle terms we can, by a re-arrangement of the whole demonstration, reach (2) a causal definition, viz., that eclipse is a privation of the light of the moon by such-and-such
12
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a cause or causes. Thus, although definition cannot be demonstrated, we can reach it by the help of demonstration (ch. viii).
These are the two methods by which the definitions of attributes and events can be exhibited. There is a third kind of definition—that of substances and the primary subjects of the sciences—which can only be directly apprehended or assumed (chs. ix-x).
Inference and Causation
From considering the place of cause in definition Aristotle now turns to discuss certain problems of causation in their bearing upon demonstration. First he tries to show how each type of cause can stand as middle term. The types are not the usual four ; the place of the material cause (which is clearly inappropriate) is taken by the necessitating condition or eternal ground, which operates as a cause in mathematical reasoning. It cannot be said that Aristotle’s arguments are always convincing ; in fact, it is sometimes hard to be sure what he is trying to prove. But his general contention can be justified in so far as all the other three can be regarded as aspects of the formal cause and therefore part of the essence (ch. xi).
Turning next to deal with the causation of events, Aristotle begins by considering events (such as eclipse or the formation of ice) in which cause and effect are complementary aspects of the same process, and rightly says that here cause and effect are simultaneous. But causes frequently appear to precede their effects in time. Assuming that in such a case the cause and effect are single events separated by an interval of time, Aristotle argues that although
13
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the earlier can be inferred from the later, the later cannot be inferred from the earlier event; because during the interval it will not be true to say that the later event has happened, or even that it will happen ; therefore the earlier does not directly imply the later. What then is the bond of connexion between a completed event and another subsequent event ? Aristotle approaches the problem along the lines of his discussions of time and continuity in Physics IV and VI, and arrives at no satisfactory conclusion. This is hardly surprising ; for he appears to confuse a past or completed event with the completion of a process, which is an indivisible limit, and therefore cannot be contiguous either with another completion or with a process. From this he seems to infer (though he has not proved that two processes cannot be contiguous) that no two events can be contiguous. This naturally makes it doubtful whether in reasoning from effect to cause we can ever reach immediate premisses (ch. xii).
(But the whole of Aristotle’s reasoning rests upon a false assumption. Events are not discrete units ; they are merely such portions of the continuous world-process as we choose to isolate in thought because, for a particular purpose, it suits us to consider them as units. There is no actual completion— or beginning—of any such “ event ” ; only the limit set to it in our minds. When we relate two such “ events ” as cause and effect we are really isolating a minute section of the world-process and trying to trace the connexions that traverse it in so far as they link a particular aspect of the “ event ” regarded as cause to the “ event ” regarded as effect. But (1) we beg the whole question if we assume as the whole
14
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cause what is only one factor or stage in the process ; the whole cause is the sum of all the connexions viewed from one direction, and the whole effect is the same νιθλνβοΙ from the opposite direction : in fact, the question of an interval does not arise ; (2) unless the section that we are examining is infinitesimally small the connexions will be so complex that some at least will escape our knowledge or attention, and so give the impression of an interval.
I hope that I make my general meaning plain ; my excuse for the disquisition is Ross’s remark on p. 80 of his introduction : “Aristotle is clearly conscious of the difficulty which everyone must feel if he asks the question why a cause precedes its effect; for it is hard to see how a mere lapse of time can be necessary for the occurrence of an event when the other conditions are already present ; this is a mystery which has never been explained.” Unless I misunderstand him utterly, the mystery (if such it is) is explicable along the lines which I have indicated : there is no “ mere lapse of time ” ; as soon as all “ the other conditions are already present ” the so-called effect follows as part of the same continuous process.)
Definition, Division and Systematization
After noting the possibility of cyclic sequence and of reasoning about that which happens usually but not invariably, Aristotle returns to complete his account of definition. He has shown in ch. viii how to reach definitions of attributes ; now he explains how to do the same for the primary subjects of a given science. We take one of the infimae species and look for all the attributes within the genus that apply to the whole of that species and to others as well ;
15
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collectively these attributes will be commensurate with the species and will give its definition. When we have defined all the infimae species we proceed to infer the properties of the more complex species, and so by degrees systematize the genus. In so doing we ensure accuracy and completeness by the use of dichotomic division. In defining we must move upwards from narrower to wider terms, because this is both the easier way and the only way in which to avoid ambiguity. On the other hand, when we come to study the problems of a given science we should work downwards from genus to species. In so doing we must be careful to distinguish species correctly, even if there are no ready-made names to fit them. Several problems may have a common explanation, and the solution of one problem may lead to the solution of another (chs. xiii-xv).
This suggests the question whether there can be more than one cause of the same effect. Cause and effect certainly imply one another, but they are not reciprocal causes ; the cause explains the effect, but the effect does not explain the cause. In general, if an attribute belongs to the whole of a subject, it must do so through a cause that is commensurate with that attribute. But can the same attribute belong to different subjects through different middle terms ? Aristotle first points out that the attribute may be the same only by equivocation, and then the causes are different ; or both attribute and subject may be the same by analogy, and then so is the middle term. But it is also possible, within the same genus, for different species to have the same attribute. When this is so, the attribute is connected to each subject by two middle terms ; the first, which is
16
POSTERIOR ANALYTICS
nearer to the attribute and definitory of it, is the same for each ; the other, which connects the common middle to the separate subjects, is different for each. Thus in so far as there is a different middle term for each species, there is more than one cause (chs. xvi-xviii).
There remains the question for whose answer Aristotle has repeatedly—by a dramatic instinct— whetted our appetite : How do we apprehend the first principles themselves, which are not susceptible of demonstration ? Is it by scientific knowledge—the same kind of knowledge by which we cognize demonstrable facts—or by a different faculty ? If it is by a different faculty, how is this acquired ? Still dramatic, Aristotle postpones his climax by taking the second point first. The faculty of sense-perception is common to all animals ; but whereas in some the act of perception leaves no lasting impression, in others the impression persists and gives rise to memory ; and (in rational beings) repeated memories produce experience, that is the establishment in the mind of a “ universal ” or general notion, which is the first step in the development of a coherent art or science. When we have once learned to generalize we can advance higher and higher until we reach the most universal concepts of all; and by the same inductive process we can advance from simple propositions to immediate truths and the axioms themselves. As for the faculty by which we know these, since it cannot be either science or inferior to science, it must be the only other intellectual faculty that is infallible, viz., νο vs or intuition, which supervenes upon our logical processes as a direct vision of the truth (ch. xix).
17
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There are obvious defects in this treatise. One could wish that Aristotle had edited it a little more ; that he had made his meaning a little plainer, and had been more consistent in his use of technical terms. There are hasty statements and misapprehensions as well as deficiencies of knowledge ; and on the positive side it is easy to see (in spite of frequent repudiations) how much is owed to Plato’s teaching at the Academy. Nevertheless, the Posterior Analytics is the work of a remarkably acute and discriminating mind ; and it is the first systematic attempt to apply logic to the ordering of scientific knowledge. If Aristotle had left us nothing else we should still be greatly in his debt.
III. Manuscripts and other Sources
The five oldest manuscripts of the Posterior Analytics are :
A Urbinas 35	saec. ix-x ineunt.
Β Marcianus 201	an. 955
C Coislinianus 330 (ad 82 a 2) saec. xi d Laurentianus 72.5	,, „
n Ambrosianus 490 (L 93)	,, ix
These are the five chosen by Ross to establish his text, and there can be little doubt that they are the most important. Ross has shown that ABCd belong to one family and η to another ; and that, while Β is the best representative of its group and in general the most accurate manuscript, n is very often alone in preserving the right reading.
I	have occasionally recorded the readings (when
18
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they seemed to have any evidential value) of six other manuscripts, viz. :
D Parisinus 1843 M Marcianus App. iv. 51 c Vaticanus 1024 f Marcianus App. iv. 5 ρ Ambrosianus 535 (M 89) u Basileensis 54 (F ii. 21)
saec. xiii ?
saec. x-xi saec. xiv
saec. xii
The commentaries of Philoponus (6th cent.) and Themistius (4th cent.) on both books, and those of Eustratius (about 1100) and an anonymous scholar (of uncertain date) on Book II, sometimes throw some light on the text. A reading implied by any one of these commentators is attributed to him by name, but where they seem to be unanimous I have referred to them collectively as “ comm.”.
In the critical apparatus I have only recorded departures from the wording of Bekker’s text. I worked from this in the first place, modifying the punctuation as seemed necessary, and referring frequently to the edition of Waitz, which was then without a rival. In this way I established a provisional text incorporating a good many of Waitz’s readings and some suggestions of my own. When Ross’s edition of the Analytics was published in 194-9 I found myself in rather an awkward position. I had completed a first draft of my translation, but there were still many points about which I felt extremely doubtful ; and in trying to clear these up I could neither ignore the conclusions of a leading authority nor seem to appropriate them, while if I disagreed with them I must be prepared to defend my conduct. Moreover, the interruption caused by the war, and
19
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an infinity of unavoidable distractions, had already delayed my work to an exasperating degree. However, it seemed necessary to be realistic, so I carefully read through Ross’s text and commentary. In doing so I found, with some natural regret, that he had anticipated most of the suggestions that I had intended to make. In such cases I hope that I have always yielded him full credit for the improvement. Where his reading or interpretation was different from mine, it was generally better ; and I adopted it with proper acknowledgement. There remain a few places in which I still prefer my own view. But I am conscious that I (like all amateur Aristotelians) owe an immense debt to Sir David’s profound scholarship and penetrating criticism, which have opened my eyes to many things that I should otherwise have missed. I must also pay tribute to the Oxford Translation by G. R. G. Mure, which I have often consulted and always found helpful and stimulating. Finally, I am greatly obliged to the late Professor J. Tate for clarifying my mind on some difficult points, and to my colleague Miss Ν. P. Miller for saving me from many inaccuracies. In spite of these aids I cannot claim to have carried out this task even to my own satisfaction. I should have liked to continue the effort; but it has taken far too long already.
The Traditional Mood-Names
In my notes I have frequently had occasion to use the Latin (or quasi-Latin) names invented by medieval logicians to designate the various moods of syllogism. They are as follows :
First figure : Barbara, Celarent, Darii, Ferio.
20
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Second figure : Cesare, Camestres, Festino, Baroco.
Third figure : Darapti, Felapton, Disarms, Datisi, Bocardo, Ferison.
For present purposes this list is sufficient ; a fuller one with more detailed information will be found in the introduction to the Prior Analytics. Here it is only necessary to understand that in each name the vowels indicate the quantity and quality of the premisses and conclusion : thus A stands for the universal affirmative (All X is Υ), E for the universal negative (No X is Υ), I for the particular affirmative (Some X is Y), and O for the particular negative (Some X is not Y).
21
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Α
71	a ι Ι. Υ\άσα διδασκαλία καί πάσα μάθησις διανοητική εκ προϋπαρχονσης γίγν€ται γνώσ€ως. φαιδρόν δε τούτο θεωροΰσιν επι πασών αι τε γαρ μαθηματικαι των Επιστημών διά τούτον του τρόπου παραγίγνονται και των άλλων έκαστη τεχνών.
5 ομοίως δε και περί τους λόγους οι τε διά συλλογισμών και οι δι επαγωγής' άμφότεροι γαρ διά προγιγνωσκόμενων ποιούνται την διδασκαλίαν, οι μεν λαμβάνοντες ώς παρά ξυνιεντων, οι δε δεικ-ννντες τό καθόλου διά του δήλον είναι το καθ' έκαστον, ως δ* αϋτως και οι ρητορικοί σνμπείθου-10 σιν ή γάρ διά παραδειγμάτων, 6 ἐστιν επαγωγή, ή δι' ενθυμημάτων, οπερ εστι συλλογισμός.
Αιχώς δ' άναγκαΐον προγιγνώσκειν τα μεν γάρ
° τέχνη is used here, as often, to cover the sense of productive (as opposed to theoretical) science ; cf. 100 a 9.
6 Clearly Aristotle is thinking of “ dialectic,” as a means of instruction distinct from science (which seeks only to discover and demonstrate the truth) and rhetoric (which aims at persuasion by means of probabilities). For Aristotle dia-24
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BOOK I
I.	All teaching and learning that involves the use of book i. reason proceeds from pre-existent knowledge. This S)ge*ANI) is evident if we consider all the different branches of Demon-learning, because both the mathematical sciences and Reasoned every other art a are acquired in this way. Similarly too with logical arguments,b whether syllogistic or based on inductive ; both effect instruction by means of facts knowledge, already recognized, the former making assumptions as though granted by an intelligent audience, and the latter proving the universal from the self-evident n.ature of the particular. The means by which rhetorical arguments carry conviction are j ust the same ; for they use either examples,0 which are a kind of induction, or enthymemes,d which are a kind of syllogism.
There are two senses in which previous knowledge This may
lectic is the application of logical methods to argument with a real or imaginary opponent; it is by no means infallible, since neither its premisses nor its conclusions are necessarily true, but (properly used) it can be a useful auxiliary to science.
c Cf. An. Pr. II. xxiv.
d Ibid. 70 a 10-24.
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on ἐστι π ροϋπολαμβάνειν άναγκαΐον, τα 8ε τί το λεγόμενόν ἐστι ζυνιεναι δεῖ, τα δ’ άμφω, οΐον οτ ι μεν άπαν η φησα ι ἣ άποφησαι αληθές, οτ ι εστι, το 15 δἐ τρίγωνον, ότι το8ι σημαίνει, την 8ε μονά8α άμφω, και τί σημαίνει καί οτι εστιν ου γάρ ομοίως τούτων έκαστον 8ηλον ημιν. εστι 8ε γνώριζειν τα μεν πρότερον γνωρίσαντα,1 των 8ε και άμα λαμ-βάνοντα την γνώσιν, οΐον όσα τυγχάνει όντα υπό τό καθόλου ου2 εχει την γνώσιν ότι μεν γάρ παν 20 τρίγωνον εχει 8υσιν ορθαΐς ΐσας προη8ει, ότι 8ε τό8ε τό εν τω ημικυκλίω τρίγωνόν εστιν άμα επ-αγόμενος εγνώρισεν (ενίων γάρ τούτον τον τρόπον η μάθησίς εστι, και ου διά του μέσου τό έσχατον γνωρίζεται, όσα η8η των καθ' εκαστα τυγχάνει όντα και μη καθ' υποκείμενου τινός). πριν 8' 25 επαχθηναι η λαβεΐν συλλογισμόν τρόπον μεν τινα ίσως φατέον επίστασθαι, τρόπον 8' άλλον ου. ο γάρ μη η8ει ει εστιν απλώς, τούτο πώς η8ει ότι 8υο ορθάς εχει απλώς; αλλά 8ηλον ως ώ8ι μεν επίσταται, ότι καθόλου επίσταται, απλώς 8ε ούκ επίσταται.
Ει 8ε μη, τό εν τω λΐενωνι άπόρημα συμβησεται* 30 η γάρ ού8εν μαθησεται η α οΐ8εν. ου γάρ 8η ως γε 1 Ross : γνωρίζοντα codd.	2 Ross : ών codd.
α Probably we should suppose that the figure is not drawn as a triangle ; cf. Heath, Mathematics in Aristotle, p. 38.
6 The attributes of an individual are inferred from a knowledge of the attributes of the species, but the individual itself is directly apprehended as such.
6 Plato, Meno 80 d-e.
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is necessary. Sometimes it is necessary to assume be know-the fact beforehand, and sometimes one must under- jjct or of stand the meaning of the term ; sometimes both are meaning, necessary. E.g., we must assume as a fact that either the assertion or the negation of every statement is true ; and we must know what the term “ triangle ” means ; and as regards the unit, we must both know what it means and assume that it exists. This is because these truths are not all equally apparent to us. Recognition of a fact may sometimes entail both Previous previous knowledge and knowledge acquired in the |j?°jjJ_edge act of recognition ; viz., knowledge of the particulars guished which actually fall under the universal, which is actualiza-known to us. We knew already that every triangle po' has the sum of its interior angles equal to two right knowledge, angles ; but that this figure a inscribed in the semicircle is a triangle we recognize only as we are led to relate the particular to the universal (for some things, viz., such as are ultimate particulars not predicable of anything else as subject, are only learnt in this way, i.e., the minor is not recognized by means of the middle term b). Before the process of relation is completed or the conclusion drawn, we should presumably say that in one sense the fact is understood and in another it is not. For how could we know in the full sense that the figure contains angles equal to the sum of two right angles if we did not know in the full sense whether it exists ? Clearly we apprehend the fact not absolutely but in the qualified sense that we apprehend a general principle.
Unless we make this distinction, we shall be faced This is the with the dilemma reached in the Meno c : either one tht?df-fr°m can learn nothing, or one can only learn what is already known. We certainly must not offer the	°'
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τινες· όγχειρουσι Xveiv XeKTeov a ρ οΐ8ας απασαν δυάδα ότι άρτια η ου; φήσαντος he προψ€γκάν τινα 8υά8α ην ουκ we τ είναι, war οάδ’ άρτίαν. Χνονσ ι yap ον φάσκοντ€ς eihevai πάσαν 8υα8α α ρα b τίαν ονσαν, άλλ* ην ΐσασιν on 8υάς. καίτοι ΐσασι μεν ovnep την άπό8€ΐξιν εχουσι και ον Σλάβον, eXa-βον δ* ονχ ι παντός ον αν eiSwaiv οτ ι τρίγωνον η ότι αριθμός, ἀλλ’ άπΧώς κατά παντός αριθμού και τρίγωνον oύ8eμία yap πρότασις Χαμβάνεται τοιαντη, 5 οτι ον συ οΐ8ας αριθμόν η ο συ οι8ας evθvγpaμμovy άΧΧά κατά παντός. dXX* ovhev (οΐμαι) KwXvei ο μανθάν€ΐ Ίστιν ως Ιπίστασθαι, ἐστι 8’ ως ayvoeiv άτοπον γάρ ονκ el oi8e πως ο μανθάνει, άΧΧ* el ώ8ί, οΐον η μανθάν€ΐ καί ὰς.
II.	Επίστασθαι 8ε οιόμεθ* έκαστον άπΧώς, άλλα ίο μη τον σοφιστικόν τρόπον τον κατά σvμβeβηκός, όταν την τ’ αιτίαν οιώμεθα γιγνώσκειν 8ι ην τό πράγμα ἐστιν, οτ ι εκείνου αιτία ἐστί, και μη εν-8εχεσθαι τοϋτ άΧΧως εχειν. 8ηΧον τοίνυν οτι τοιοντόν τι τό Ιπίστασθαί ἐστι* Arat γάρ οι μη επιστάμενοι καί οι επιστάμενοι οι μεν οιονται αυτοί 15 ούτως εχειν, οι δ’ επιστάμενοι καί εχουσιν ώστε
α The reference is unknown.
b The sophist’s knowledge is called “ accidental ” because, not knowing the species as such, but only as qualified by accidental attributes, he has no conception of what is essential to it.
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explanation by which certain thinkers a attempt to solve the difficulty. Supposing that a man is asked “ Do you or do you not know that every pair is even ? ” When he says “ Yes,” his opponents produce some pair which he did not know to exist, and therefore did not know to be even. These thinkers solve the difficulty by saying that they do not know that every pair is even, but only that such things as they know to be pairs are even. But what they know to be even is that which they have proved to be such, i.e., that which they have taken as the subject of their premiss : and that is not everything which they know to be a triangle or a number, but every number and every triangle, without qualification. No premiss is ever assumed with such a term as “ what you know to be a number ” or “ what you know to be a rectilinear figure ” ; the predication applies to every instance of the subject. But I presume that there is no reason \vhy a man should not in one sense know, and in another not know, that which he is learning. The absurdity consists not in his knowing in some qualified sense that which he learns, but in his knowing it in a certain particular sense, viz., in the exact way and manner in which he learns it.
II.	We consider that we have unqualified knowledge of anything (as contrasted with the accidental knowledge of the sophist) b when we believe that we know (i) that the cause from which the fact results is the cause of that fact, and (ii) that the fact cannot be otherwise. Clearly knowledge is something of this sort ; for both those who do not know and those who do know agree on the subject; but whereas the former merely think that they are in the condition described above, the latter are actually in it. Hence
29
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ον απλώς ἐστιν επιστήμη, τοΰτ αδύνατον άλλως *τὸν·
Ει μεν ονν και ετερος ἐστι του επίστασθαι τρόπος ύστερον εροΰμεν, φαμεν 8ε καί δι* άπο8είξεως εί8εναι. άπό8ειξιν 8ε λέγω συλλογισμόν επιστημονικόν- επιστημονικόν λέγω κα#’ ον τω εχειν αυτόν επιστάμεθα.
20 E ί τοίνυν εστι τό επίστασθαι οΐον εθεμεν, ανάγκη και την άπο8εικτικήν επιστήμην εξ αληθών τ* είναι και πρώτων και άμεσων και γνωριμωτερων και προτερων και αιτίων του συμπεράσματος* ουτω γάρ εσονται και αι άρχαϊ οίκεΐαι του 8εικνυμενου. συλλογισμός μεν γάρ εσται και άνευ τούτων, άπό-25 8ειξις 8’ ονκ εσται- ου γάρ ποιήσει επιστήμην.
5Αληθή μεν οΰν 8εΐ είναι, ότι ονκ εστι τό μη ον επίστασθαι, οΐον ότι ή 8ιάμετρος σύμμετρος, εκ πρώτων δ* άναπο8είκτων, ότι ονκ επιστήσεται μη εχων άπό8ειξιν αυτών- τό γάρ επίστασθαι ών άπό-8ειξις εστι μη κατά σνμβεβηκός τό €χειν άπό8ειξίν 30 ἐστιν. αίτιά τε και γι>ωριμώτερα 8εΐ είναι καί πρότερα, αίτια μεν οτ ι τότε επιστάμεθα όταν την αιτίαν ε18ώμεν, και πρότερα, εϊπερ αίτια, και προγιγνωσκόμενα ον μόνον τον ετερον τρόπον τω ξννιεναι, άλλά καί τω ε18εναι ότι ἐστιν.
ΐΐρότερα δ’ εστι και γνωριμώτερα 8ιχώς- ον γαρ ταύτόν πρότερον τή φύσει και προς ημάς πρότερον,
0 In ch. iii and Book II, ch. xix.	b CL 71 a 11 if.
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if any fact is the object of unqualified knowledge, that fact cannot be otherwise than it is.
Whether there is any other method of knowing will is acquired be discussed later.® Our contention now is that we jjy demon-y) do at any rate obtain knowledge by demonstration, stration.
By demonstration I mean a syllogism which produces scientific knowledge, in other words one which enables us to know by the mere fact that we grasp it.
Now if knowledge is such as we have assumed, The predemonstrative knowledge must proceed from pre- Semonstra-misses which are true, primary, immediate, better Mon. known than, prior to, and causative of the conclusion.
On these conditions only will the first principles be properly applicable to the fact which is to be proved.
Syllogism indeed will be possible without these conditions, but not demonstration ; for the result will not be knowledge.
The premisses, then, must be true statements ; because it is impossible to know that which is contrary to fact, e.g., that the diagonal of a square is commensurable with the sides. They must be primary and indemonstrable, because otherwise we shall not know them unless we have proof of them ; for to ΙίηοΛν (otherwise than accidentally) that which is capable of proof implies that one has proof of it. They must be causative, better known and prior: causative, because we only have knowledge of a thing when we know its cause ; prior, inasmuch as they are causative ; and already known, not merely in the one b sense that their meaning is understood, but also in the sense that they are known as facts.
There are two senses in which things are prior and Sundry dis-more knowable. That which is prior in nature is not defini-the same as that which is prior in relation to us, and tions·
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72	a ουδέ γνωριμώτερον καί ἡμῖν γνωριμώτερον. λέγω δε προς ημάς μεν πρότερα καί γνωριμώτερα τα εγγύτερον της αίσθήσεως, απλώς δε πρότερα καί γνωριμώτερα τα πορρώτερον. εστι δἐ πορρωτάτω 5 μεν τα καθόλου μάλιστα, εγγυτάτω δε τα καθ' ε-καστα· καί άντίκειται ταΰτ άλλήλοις.
Έ/c πρώτων δ' εστι το εξ αρχών οικείων ταυτό γάρ λέγω πρώτον και αρχήν, άρχή δ' εστιν άπο-δείξεως πρότασις άμεσος, άμεσος δε ής μή εστιν άλλη προτερα. πρότασις δ' εστιν αποφάνσεως τό ετερον μόριον, εν καθ' ενός, διαλεκτική μεν ή ίο ομοίως λαμβάνονσα όποτερονοΰν, αποδεικτική δε ή ώρισμενως θάτερον, ότι αληθές, άπόφανσις δε άντι-φάσεως όποτερονοΰν μόριον, άντίφασις δε άντίθε-σις ής ούκ ἐστι μεταξύ καθ' αυτήν, μόριον δ’ άντιφάσεως τό μεν τι κατά τινός κατάφασις, τό 15 δε τι άπό τινός άπόφασις. άμεσου δ' άρχής συλλογιστικής θεσιν μεν λέγω ήν μή εστι δεΐξαι μηδ' ανάγκη εχειν τον μαθησόμενόν τι* ήν δ' ανάγκη εχειν τον ότιοΰν μαθησόμενόν, αξίωμα' εστι γάρ ενια τοιαΰτα· τούτο γάρ μάλιστ' επί τοΐς τοιουτοις είώθαμεν ονομα λέγειν, θεσεως δ' ή μεν όποτε-20 ρονοΰν τών μορίων τής άποφάνσεως1 λαμβάνουσα, οΐον λέγω τό είναι τι ή μή είναι τι, ύπόθεσις, ή δ' 1 άντιφάσ€ως η, Ross.
α Cf. Met. 1029 b 3 if. b Or simply “ starting-point.”
0 i.e., it is either affirmative or negative. d The dialectician is equally prepared to accept “ A is Β ” or “ A is not Β ” as the object of his attack.
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that which is (naturally) more knowable is not the same as that which is more knowable by us. By “ prior ” or “ more knowable ” in relation to us I mean that which is nearer to our perception, and by “ prior ” or “ more knowable ” in the absolute sense I mean that which is further from it. The most universal concepts are furthest from our perception, and particulars are nearest to it a ; and these are opposite to one another.
To argue from primary premisses is to argue from appropriate first principles ; for by “ primary premiss ” and “ first principle ” I mean the same thing. The first principle b of a demonstration is an immediate premiss ; and an immediate premiss is one which has no other premiss prior to it. A premiss is one or the other part of a proposition,® and consists of one term predicated of another. If dialectical, it assumes either part indifferently d ; if demonstrative, it definitely assumes that one part is true. A proposition is either part of a contradiction. A contradiction is an opposition which of its very nature excludes any middle. That part of a contradiction which affirms something of something else is an affirmation ; that which denies something of something else is a negation. I apply the term thesis to an immediate indemonstrable first principle of syllogism the grasp of which is not necessary for the acquisition of certain kinds of knowledge ; but that which must be grasped if any knowledge is to be acquired, I call an axiom ; for there are certain things of this nature and we are accustomed to apply this name especially to them. A thesis which assumes one or the other part of a proposition, i.e., that something does, or does not exist, is a hypothesis ; a thesis which does
c	33
ARISTOTLE
72 a
άνευ τούτου ορισμός. 6 γάρ ορισμός θεσις μεν ἐστι· τίθεται γαρ 6 αριθμητικός μονάδα τό αδιαίρετον είναι κατο, τό ποσόν ύπόθεσις δ’ ούκ εστι * τό 25 γαρ τί εστι μονός καί τό είναι μονάδα ου ταύτόν.
Έπα δἐ δεῖ πιστεύειν τε καί είδεναι τό πράγμα τω τοιοΰτον όχειν συλλογισμόν ον καλοΰμεν άπό-δειξιν, εστι δ* οντος τω ταδϊ1 είναι εξ ών 6 συλλογισμός, ανάγκη μη μόνον προγιγνώσκειν τα πρώτα, η πάντα η ενια, άλλα και μάλλον αει γαρ 30 δι ο υπάρχει έκαστον, εκείνω2 μάλλον υπάρχει, οΐον δι* ο φιλοΰμεν, εκείνο φίλον μάλλον· ώστ* εϊπερ ϊσμεν δια τα πρώτα καί πιστεύομεν, κάκεΐνα ϊσμεν τε και πιστεύομεν μάλλον, ότι δι εκείνα καί τα ύστερον, ονχ οΐόν τε δε πιστεύειν μάλλον ών οιδεν α μη τυγχάνει μήτε είδώς μήτε βελτιον δια-35 κείμενος η ει ετύγχανεν είδώς. σνμβησεται δε τούτο ει μη τις προγνώσεται τών δι άπόδειξιν πιστενόντων μάλλον γαρ ανάγκη πιστεύειν ταΐς άρχαΐς η πάσαις η τισί τού συμπεράσματος. τον δε μέλλοντα εξειν την επιστήμην την δι’ άποδείξεως ου μόνον δει τας άρχας μάλλον γνώριζειν καί μάλ-1 ταδΐ η, Ross : τάδ’.
2 €κ€ΐνω Ross, habent comm. : £κ€Ϊνο codd.
α The latter part of this attempt to systematize terminology seems rather abortive. Elsewhere (e.g. 76 b 23 if.) a U7τόθεσις is not necessarily indemonstrable, and Θεσις does not seem to be used technically at all. It is even difficult to be sure what Aristotle includes under αξιώματα. From a comparison of 76 b 11-22, 77 a 26-34, 88 a 31-b 29 it would seem that the term is convertible with κοιναι άρχαί or τα κοινά, and covers not only principles like the Law of Contradiction, which are really “ common,” but also others, like the mathe-
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not do this is a definition. A definition is a kind of thesis (or laying-down), because the arithmetician lays it down that to be a unit is to be quantitatively indivisible ; but it is not a hypothesis, because to define the nature of a unit is not the same as to assert its existence.®
Now since the required condition of our knowledge or conviction of a fact consists in grasping a syllogism of the kind which we call demonstration, and since the syllogism depends upon the truth of its premisses, it is necessary not merely to know the primary premisses—either all or some of them—beforehand, but to know them better than the conclusion. For that which causes an attribute to apply to a subject always possesses that attribute in a still greater degree ; e.g., that which causes us to love something is itself still dearer to us. Hence if the primary premisses are the cause of our knowledge and conviction, we know and are convinced of them also in a higher degree, since they cause our knowledge of all that follows from them. But to believe in anything more than in the things which we know, if we neither actually know it nor are in a better situation than if we actually knew it, is impossible ; yet this is what will happen if anyone whose conviction rests upon demonstration is to have no prior knowledge ; because we must believe in the first principles (some if not all of them) more than in the conclusion. And if a man is to possess the knowledge w hich is effected by demonstration, not only must he recognize and
matical axioms about equals, which are at once common and special to a particular group of sciences. For a discussion of the use of such terms in logic and mathematics see Η. I). P. Lee in C.Q. xxix, pp. 113-124, and Heath, Mathematics'in Aristotle, pp. 53-57.
The primary premisses must be known before and better than the conclusion.
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72	b Χον αύταΐς πιστευειν η τω δεικνυμένω, άλλα μηδ’ άλλο αύτώ πιστότερου είναι μηδέ γνωριμώτερον τών αντικειμένων ταΐς άρχαΐς εξ ών εσται συλλογισμός 6 της εναντίας απάτης, εΐπερ δεῖ τον επι-στάμενον απλώς άμετάπειστον είναι.
5 III. Ένιοις μεν οΰν διά τό δεῖν τα πρώτα έπί-στασθαι ου δοκεΐ επιστήμη είναι, τοΐς δ* είναι μεν, πάντων μέντοι άποδείξεις1 εΐναι· ών ουδέτερον οΰτ* άληθές οΰτ άναγκαΐον. οι μεν γάρ ύποθέμενοι μη είναι δλως επίστασθαι, οΰτοι είς άπειρον άξιοΰσιν άνάγεσθαι ως ούκ αν επισταμένους τα υστέρα διά 10 τα πρότερα, ών μη ἐστι πρώτα, όρθώς λέγοντες· άδυνατον γάρ τα άπειρα διελθεΐν. ει τε ϊσταται και είσιν άρχαί, ταυτας άγνωστους είναι άποδείξεώς γε μη ουσης αυτών, οπερ φασιν είναι το επίστασθαι μόνον ει δἐ μη έστι τα πρώτα είδέναι, ουδέ τα εκ 15 τούτων είναι επίστασθαι απλώς ουδέ κυρίως, άλλ* εξ υποθέσεως, εί εκείνα ἐστιν, οι δέ περί μέν του επίστασθαι όμολογοΰσΐ' δι* άποδείξεώς γάρ είναι μόνον· άλλα πάντων είναι άπόδειξιν ουδἐν κώλυειν ενδέχεσθαι γάρ κύκλω γίγνεσθαι την άπόδειξιν και εξ άλλήλων.
'Ημείς δέ φαμεν ούτε πάσαν επιστήμην άπο-20 δεικτικήν είναι, άλλά την τών άμέσων άναπόδεικτον (και τοΰθ3 δτι άναγκαΐον, φανερόν· ει γάρ άνάγκη
1 άπόδειξις d. * 6
β Probably Antisthenes ; see Maier, Syllogistik II. ii. 15, n. 2.
6 Possibly “ certain followers of Xenocrates ” ; Cherniss,
Aristotle's Criticism of Plato and the Academy, I. 68.
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believe in the first principles more than in that which is being proved, but nothing which is opposed to the first principles and from which will result a syllogism of the contrary error, must be more credible or better known to him than those principles ; since one who has absolute knowledge should be unshakable in his belief.
III.	The necessity of knowing the primary truths Two false has led some persons a to think that there is no know- : (1) ledge, and others,5 admitting the possibility of know- scientmc^ ledge, to think that all factsare demonstrable. Neither is impos” of these views is true or logically unavoidable. The ttStaiP former school, who assume that there is no knowledge truths are at all, claim that there is an infinite regress, on the strable*by ground that we cannot know posterior by prior truths unless the latter themselves depend upon primary truths (in which they arc right ; for it is impossible to traverse an infinite series) ; while if the series comes to an end, and there are first principles, they are unknowable, since they do not admit of demonstration, which these thinkers hold to be the sole condition of knowledge ; and if it is not possible to know the primary truths, neither is it possible to know in the strict and absolute sense that the inferences drawn from them are true ; we can only know them hypothetically, by assuming that the former are true. The other school agrees with this one as regards the conditions of knowledge, for they hold that it can only be secured by demonstration ; but they maintain that there is no reason why there should not be demonstration of everything, since the demonstration may be circular or reciprocal.
We, however, hold that not all knowledge is demon- Answer to strative ; the knowledge of immediate premisses is ncMnfl-6 not by demonstration. It is evident that this must nite regress,
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μῖν επίστασθαι τα πρότερα καί εξ ών η άπόδειξις, ϊσταται δε ποτε τα άμεσα, ταΰτ’ αναπόδεικτα ανάγκη είναι)—ταΰτά τ’ ουυ ουτω λεγομεν, καί ον μόνον επιστήμην άλλα καί αρχήν επιστήμης είναι 25 τινα φαμεν η τους όρους γνωρίζομεν.
ΚὐτΛα» δ* ότι αδύνατον άποδείκννσθαι απλώς, δηλον, εϊπερ εκ προτερων δει την άπόδειξιν είναι και γνωριμωτερων' αδύνατον γάρ ἐστι τα αυτά των αυτών άμα πρότερα και υστέρα είναι, ει μη τον ετερον τρόπον, οΐον τα μεν προς ημάς τα δ9 απλώς, 30 όνπερ τρόπον η επαγωγή ποιεί γνώριμον. ει δ’ ούτως, ονκ αν εϊη τό απλώς ειδεναι καλώς ώρισ-μενον, άλλα διττόν η ονχ άπλώς ή ετερα άπόδειξις γιγνομενη εκ τών ή μιν γνωριμωτερων.
Συμβαίνει δε τοΐς λεγουσι κύκλω την άπόδειξιν είναι ου μόνον τό νυν είρημενον, ἀλλ’ ούδεν άλλο λέγειν η ότι τούτ εστιν ει tout’ εστιν ουτω δε 35 πάντα ρόδιον δεΐξαι. δηλον δ’ ότι τούτο συμβαίνει τριών όρων τεθεντων τό μεν γάρ διά πολλών η δι9 ολίγων άνακάμπτειν φάναι ούδεν διαφέρει, δι
α Viz. νονς or intuition : see Book II, ch. xix. b For this sense of ορος (=άρχή) cf. Eth. Nic. 1142 a 26, 1143 a 36, b 2.
c Which proceeds from that which is “ prior to us ” to that which is “ })rior in nature.”
d As based on “ prior ” premisses (71 b 22). e Although the “ terms ” doubtless represent propositions, I suspect that (pace Ross ad loc.) Aristotle here really means “ terms ” by ὅροι, because he is primarily concerned with the form of the argument. He says that circular proof claims to establish by the propositions “ if A is true, Β is true ” and “ if Β is true, A is true ” (using two terms only) the absolute truth of A ; the fallacy can be easily seen if the argument is cast in the form of a normal syllogism (using three terms), in which the propositions “ if A is true, Β is true ” and “ if Β 38
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be so ; for if it is necessary to know the prior premisses from which the demonstration proceeds, and if the regress ends with the immediate premisses, the latter must be indemonstrable. Such is our contention on this point. Indeed we hold not only that scientific knowledge is possible, but that there is a definite first principle of knowledge ° by which we recognize ultimate truths.b
Demonstration in the absolute sense is obviously impossible by the circular method ; that is, if demonstration must proceed from premisses which are prior and better known ; for the same things cannot be at once prior and posterior to the same things, except in different senses,—I mean the distinction between “ prior to us ” and “ absolutely prior ”—with which we become familiar through induction.0 In this case our definition of absolute knowledge d will be unsatisfactory, because it will have a double meaning. But presumably the other mode of demonstration, proceeding from that which is better known to us, is not demonstration in the absolute sense.
Those who profess that demonstration is circular are faced not only by the consequence just described, but also by the following :	their theory simply
amounts to this, that a thing is so if it is so ; and it is easy to prove anything by this method. That this is all that follows will be clearly seen if we take three terms ; for it makes no difference whether we say that a circular proof is effected through many or few terms, provided that there are not fewer than two.*
because not all knowledge is demonstrative.
Answer to (2). Circular proof (a) is not scientific,
(6) proves
nothing
new,
is true, C is true ” give the conclusion “ if A is true, C is true ”: because similarly the conclusion of “ if A is true, Β is true ” and “ if Β is true, Λ is true ” is “ if A is true, A is true,” which proves nothing.
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ολίγων δ* η δνοΐν. όταν γάρ του Α οντος εξ ανάγκης η το Β, τούτου δε το Γ, του Α οντος εσται τό Γ. el δὴ του Α οντος" ανάγκη το Β elvαι, τούτου 73 a δ* οντος το Α (τούτο γάρ ην το κύκλω), κείσθω τό Α εφΐ* ου το Γ. το ούν του Β οντος τό Α είναι λέγειν ἐστι τό Γ είναι λέγειν, τούτο δ* οτι τού Α οντος τό Γ ἐστί· τό δε Γ τω Α τό αυτό, ὧστε 5 συμβαίνει λέγειν τούς κύκλω φάσκοντας είναι την άπόδειξιν ούδεν ετερον ττλην ότι τού Α οντος τό Α εστίν. οϋτω δε πάντα δεΐξαι ρόδιον.
Ου μην άλλ’ ουδἐ τούτο δυνατόν πλην επι τούτων όσα άλληλοις επεται, ώσπερ τα ίδια, ενός μεν ούν κείμενου δεδεικται ότι ούδεποτ* ανάγκη τι είναι ετερον (λέγω δ’ ενός, ότι ούτε ορού ενός ούτε ίο θεσεως μιας τεθείσης), εκ δύο δε θεσεων πρώτων καί ελάχιστων ενδεχεται, είπερ και συλλογίσασθαι. εάν μεν οΰν τό τε Α τω Β και τω Γ επηται, και ταϋτ άλληλοις και τω Α, ούτω μεν ενδεχεται εξ άλληλων δεικνύναι πάντα τα αίτηθεντα εν τω πρώ-τω σχηματι, ως δεδεικται εν τοΐς περί συλλογισμού. 15 δεδεικται δε και ότι εν τοΐς άλλοις σχημασιν η ου γίγνεται συλλογισμός η ου περί των ληφθεντων. τα δε μη άντικατηγορούμενα ούδαμώς εστι δεΐξαι κύκλω· ώστ επειδή ολίγα τοιαύτα εν ταΐς άπο-δείξεσι, φανερόν ότι κενόν τε και άδύνατον τό * 40
α Sc. in conjunction with the major premiss “ when A is, Β is.”
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For when if A is, Β must be, and if Β is, C must be, then if A is, C must be. Then if when A is, Β must be, and when Β is, A must be (this is what is meant by circular proof), let A represent C in the first proof. Then to say that when Β is, A is, is equivalent to saying that when Β is, C is ; and this a is equivalent to saying that when A is, C is. But C is the same as A. Thus it follows that those who assert that demonstration is circular are merely maintaining that when A is, A is ; by which method it is easy to prove anything.
Moreover, even this mode of proof is impossible except in the case of attributes which are reciprocal consequents, e.g., properties.5 It has been shown c that from the positing of one thing—by which I mean either one term or one proposition—nothing else ever necessarily follows ; two is the first and least number of propositions from which a necessary consequence is possible, since this is the minimum requirement for any logical conclusion. Thus if Λ is a consequent of Β and of C, and the latter are consequents both of one another and of A, it is possible to prove reciprocally in the first figure all the assumptions which we have made. This has been shown in our discussion of syllogism.d But it has also been shown e that in the other figures either no syllogism results or none which confirms our assumptions. Propositions whose terms are not reciprocally predicable cannot be proved at all by circular demonstration. Hence, since such terms rarely occur in demonstrations, it is evidently futile
6 Cf. Top. 102 a 18. Definition and differentia are also predicable convertibly.
6 An. Pr. I. xxv.
4 Ibid. II. v.
* Ibid, vi, vii.
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λέγειν εξ άλλήλων είναι την άπόδειξιν καί διά 20 τούτο πάντων ενδεχεσθαι είναι άπόδειξιν.
IV.	Έπεί, δ’ αδύνατον άλλως όχειν οὑ ἐστιν επιστήμη απλώς, άναγκαΐον αν εΐη το επιστητόν το κατά την αποδεικτικήν επιστήμην, αποδεικτική δ* ἐστιν ἡν εχομεν τω εχειν άπόδειξιν· εξ αναγκαίων 25 άρα συλλογισμός εστιν ή άπόδειξις. ληπτεον άρα εκ τίνων και ποιων αι αποδείξεις είσίν. πρώτον δἐ διορίσο)μεν τί Αεγομεν το κατά παντός καί τί τό καθ' αυτό καί τί τό καθόλου.
Κατά παντός μεν οΰν τούτο λέγω δ αν η μη επί τινός μεν τινός δε μη, μηδε ποτε μεν ποτε δε μή· 30 οΐον ει κατά παντός ανθρώπου ζώον, ει αληθές τόνδ* είπεΐν άνθρωπον, αληθές καί ζώον, καί ει νυν θάτερον, καί θάτερον, καί ει εν πάση γραμμή στιγμή, ωσαύτως, ση με ιον δε· καί γάρ τάς ενστάσεις οϋτω φερομεν ως κατά παντός ερωτώμενοι, η ει επί τινι μη, η ει ποτε μη.
35 Κα0’ αυτά δ* όσα υπάρχει τε εν τω τί εστιν, οΐον τρίγωνο) γραμμή καί γραμμή στιγμή (ή γάρ ουσία αυτών εκ του των εστί, καί εν τω λόγω τω λεγοντι τί εστιν ενυπάρχει)* καί όσοις τών υπαρχόντων1 αύτοΐς αυτά εν τω λόγω ενυπάρχουσι τω τί
1 Bonitz : όνυττ αρχόντων. * 42
“ Here καθόλου is used in a special sense: see 73 b 25 if.
6 i.e., this will be true of any line at any time.
c Although Aristotle’s examples are of essential constituents, he obviously intends to include essential attributes.
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and impossible to maintain that demonstration is reciprocal and that therefore everything can be demonstrated.
IV. Since the object of scientific knowledge in the Before dfe-absolute sense cannot be otherwise than it is, the ρΐΐηί&τ’6 notion reached by demonstrative knowledge will be necessarily true. Now knowledge is demonstrative certain when we possess it in virtue of having a demonstra- terms-tion ; therefore the premisses from which demonstration is inferred are necessarily true. Therefore we must comprehend the nature and character of the premisses from which demonstrations proceed. Let us first define what we mean by the terms “ predicated of all” and “per se ” and “universal”0 (as applied to attributes).
I apply the term “ predicated of all ” to whatever « pmii-is not predicated of one instance but not of another, of or predicated at one time but not at another. E.g., if “ animal ” is predicated of all “ man,” if it is true to call X a man, it is also true to call him an animal ; and if the former statement is true now, so is the latter. Similarly too if every line contains a point.5 There is evidence to corroborate this definition ; for the objection which we adduce against a proposition which involves “ predication of all ” implies either an example to which or a time at which the predicate does not apply.
I describe one thing as “ belonging per se ” to "Perse" another (i) if it is an element in the essential nature JJ Sitri-®*1 of the other,0 as, e.g., a line belongs to a triangle and butes, a point to a line (for the line or point is a constituent of the being of the triangle or line, and is an element in the formula which describes its essence) ; (ii) if it is an attribute the formula of whose essence includes
43
ARISTOTLE
73 a
ἐστι δηλοϋντι, οΐον to ευθύ ύπαρχει γρσ,μμη καί 40 τό περίφερε?, καί το περιττόν καί άρτιον αριθμώ, 73 b και το πρώτον καί σύνθετον και ισόπλευρον και ετερόμηκες’ και πάσι τουτοις ενυπάρχουσιν εν τω λόγω τω τί ἐστι λεγοντι ένθα μεν γραμμή ένθα δ’ αριθμός, ομοίως δἐ και επί των άλλων τα τοιαΰθ’ εκάστοις καθ' αυτά λέγω, όσα δἐ μηδετέρως ύπάρ-5 χει συμβεβηκότα, οΐον τό μουσικόν η λευκόν τω ζωω. ετι ο μη καθ’ υποκείμενου λεγεται άλλου τινός, οΐον τό βαδίζον ετερόν τι ον βαδίζον ἐστί, και τό1 λευκόν, ή δ’ ουσία και όσα τόδε τι σημαίνει ούχ ετερόν τι όντα ἐστιν οπερ ἐστί. τα μεν δη μη καθ’ υποκείμενου καθ’ αυτά λέγω, τα δε καθ’ ύποκει-10 μενού συμβεβηκότα. ετι δ’ άλλον τρόπον τό μεν δι’ αυτό ύπαρχον εκάστω καθ’ αυτό, τό δε μη δι αυτό συμβεβηκός, οΐον ει βαδίζοντος ηστραφε, συμ-βεβηκός- ου γάρ διά τό βαδίζειν ηστραφεν, αλλά συνέβη, φαμεν, τούτο, ει δε δι’ αυτό, καθ’ αυτό, οΐον ει τι σφαττόμενον άπεθανε και κατά την 15 σφαγήν, ότι διά τό σφάττεσθαι, άλλ’ ου συνέβη σφαττόμενον άποθανεΐν. τά άρα λεγάμενα επί των απλώς επιστητών καθ’ αυτά ούτως ως ενυπάρχειν
1 το om. ABCd. * 6
α Λ η oblong number is a compound number that is not a square. Both names refer to the geometrical patterns in which pebbles or other objects representing the units can be arranged.
6 Although in Greek a participle or adjective can be used as an apparent substantive, it is still an attribute predicated of an unexpressed subject apart from which it has no separate existence.
6 We should call them attributes.
d (iii) and (iv) are irrelevant for Aristotle’s present pur-
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the subject to which the attribute itself belongs.
E.g., “ straight ” and “ curved ” belong to “ line,”
“ odd ” and “ even,” “ prime ” and “ compound,”
“ square ” and “ oblong ” ° belong to number ; and the formula of the essence of each one of these includes line or number respectively. Similarly in all other cases I describe all terms of either of the kinds just described as belonging per se to their several subjects ; whereas such as belong in neither of these senses—as e.g., “ cultured ” or “ white ” belongs to “ animal ”—I call accidents. (iii) I also describe as individual (existing) per se whatever is not stated of something substances* else as subject. I mean, e.g., that “ the walking ” is something else which walks, and similarly “ the white ” b ; whereas substance, or whatever denotes an individual, is not anything other than just itself.
Thus I call per se those terms which are not predicated of a subject ; those which are so predicated I call accidents.0 (iv) Again in another sense that which and events, happens to something else in virtue of the latter’s own nature is said to happen to it per se ; while that which does not so happen is called an accident. E.g., if it lightens while a man is walking, it is an accident ; for it was not because he was walking that it lightened ; it was, as we say, an accident. But an event which happens in virtue of a thing’s own nature happens to it per se, e.g., if something dies while being slaughtered and in accordance with the act of slaughtering, since it died because it was slaughtered, it was not an accident that it died while being slaughtered. Thus d in the sphere of what is knowable in the absolute sense, attributes which are called per se
pose ; they may even have been added by another hand ; at any rate Aristotle treats them as parenthetical.
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τοΐς κατήγορου μίνοις ή ενυπάρχεσθαι δι* αυτά τί ἐστι καί εξ ανάγκης, ου γάρ ενδεχεται μη ύπάρχειν 20 η απλώς η τα αντικείμενα, οΐον γραμμή το ευθύ η το καμπύλον και αριθμώ το περιττόν η το άρτιον, εστι γάρ το εναντίον η στέρησις η άντίφασις εν τω αντώ γίνει, οΐον άρτιον το μη περιττόν εν άριθμοΐς fj επεται. ώστ ει ανάγκη φάναι η άποφάναι, ανάγκη και τα καθ’ αυτά ύπάρχειν.
25 Τό μεν οΰν κατά παντός και καθ’ αυτά διωρίσθω τον τρόπον τούτον' καθόλου δε λέγω ο αν κατά παντός τε ύπάρχη καί καθ’ αυτό καί η αυτό, φανερόν άρα ότι οσα καθόλου εξ ανάγκης υπάρχει τοΐς πράγμασιν. το καθ’ αυτό δε καί fj αυτό ταύ-30 τον, οΐον καθ’ αυτήν τη γραμμή υπάρχει στιγμή καί τό ευθύ' καί γάρ fj γραμμή' καί τω τριγώνω fj τρίγωνον δίο όρθαί' καί γάρ καθ’ αύτο το τρίγωνον δίο όρθαΐς ίσον, το καθόλου δε υπάρχει τότε, όταν επί του τυχόντος καί πρώτου δεικνύηται. οΐον τό δύο ορθά ς εχειν ούτε τω σχήματί εστι καθόλου 35 (καίτοι εστι δεΐξαι κατά σχήματος ότι δύο όρθάς * 6
α Type (i).
6 Type (ii).
c A colour is either white or not-white in the sense that it is either pure white or a colour containing little or no white (privation) ; number is either odd or not-odd in the sense that if it is not odd it must be even (contradictory).
d By the Law of Excluded Middle.
e This limitation of the meaning of καθ’ αυτό by equating it with ἡ αυτό comes in oddly here. The point is that strictly an attribute only belongs per se to the highest class to which it is essential. The same idea is expressed in a different way by πρώτου below.
46
POSTERIOR ANALYTICS, I. iv
as implying or implied by their subjects belong to those subjects in virtue of their own nature and of necessity. It is impossible that they should not belong to their subjects—either absolutely a or in the way that opposite attributes belong,6 e.g., either straight or curved to a line and either odd or even to a number ; because the contrary of an attribute is either the privation or the contradictory of that attribute in the same genus ; e.g., in number the not-odd is even, inasmuch as evenness is a consequent of non-oddness.c Thus since an attribute must be either asserted or denied of a subject/* per se attributes must belong to their subjects of necessity.
So much for the definition of what is meant by “ Univer-“ predication of all ” and “ per se.” By a “ universal ” tmtea.attn' attribute I mean one which belongs as “ predicated of all ” to its subject, and belongs to that subject per se and qua itself. Thus it is evident that all universal attributes belong to their subjects of necessity. A per se attribute is identical with that which belongs to its subject qua itselfe ; e.g., “ point ” and “ straight ” belong per se to “ line,” for they also belong to it qua line ; and “ having the sum of its interior angles equal to two right angles ” belongs to triangle qua triangle ; for a triangle per se has the sum of its interior angles equal to two right angles.
An attribute only belongs to a subject universally when it can be shown to belong to any chance instance of that subject, and to belong to that subject primarily/ (i) E.g., “ having the sum of its interior angles equal to two right angles ” is not universally applicable to “ figure.” It is indeed possible to prove of a figure that the sum of its interior angles is equal to
1 See previous note.
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εχει, άλλ' ου του τυχόντος σχήματος, ούδε χρηται
τω τυχόντι σχηματι δεικνύς1' τό γάρ τετράγωνον
σχήμα μεν, ούκ έχει δἐ δυο όρθαΐς ΐσας). τό δ’
ισοσκελές εχει μεν τό τυχόν δυο όρθαΐς ΐσας, άλλ’
ου πρώτον, άλλα τό τρίγωνον πρότερον, ο τοίνυν το
40 τυχόν πρώτον δείκνυται δυο όρθάς εχον η ότιοϋν
74	a άλλο, τουτω πρώτω υπάρχει καθόλου, και η άπό-
δειξις καθ' αυτό τούτου καθόλου ἐστί, τών δ* άλλων
τρόπον τινα, ου καθ' αυτό* ουδέ του ισοσκελούς ούκ
εστι καθόλου άλλ' επί πλέον.
V.	Αει δἐ μη λανθάνειν ότι πολλάκις συμβαίνει 5 διαμαρτάνειν καί μη ύπαρχειν τό δεικνύμενον πρώτον καθόλου, fj δοκεΐ δείκνυσθαι καθόλου πρώτον, άπατώμεθα δε ταύτην την άπάτην όταν η μηδέν η λαβεῖν άνώτερον παρά τό καθ' έκαστον η τα καθ' εκαστα,2 η η μεν, άλλ' άνώνυμον η επί διαφόροις ίο είδε ι πράγμασ ιν, η τυγχάνη ον ως εν μερει όλ ον εφ' ω δείκνυταr τοΐς γαρ εν μερει υπάρξει μεν η άπό-δειξις, καί εσται κατά παντός, άλλ' όμως ούκ εσται τούτου πρώτου καθόλου η άπόδειξις. λέγω δε
1 δει/ίνιίς] ὅ SeiKvvs Bekker.
2 η τα καθ' Ζκαστα sed. Ross. * 48
° Unless Aristotle is writing very carelessly ἡ τα καθ’ εκαστa is a mistaken gloss, which Ross rightly brackets, καθ'
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two right angles, but this cannot be proved of any chance figure ; nor does one use any chance figure for the proof, for a square is a figure, but it does not contain angles equal to the sum of two right angles.
Again, any chance isosceles triangle has angles equal to the sum of two right angles, but it is not the first figure to fulfil this requirement; the triangle is prior to it. Thus that which can be shown in any chance instance primarily to fulfil the condition of containing the sum of two right angles, or any other requirement, is the subject to which that universal attribute primarily belongs ; and the demonstration that this predicate is true universally of its subject establishes a per se relation between them, whereas the relation established for other predicates is in a sense not per se.
(ii) Nor again is “ containing angles equal to the sum of two right angles ” a universal attribute of “ isosceles ” ; it has a wider extension.
V.	We must not overlook the fact that a mistake Error may often occurs, and the attribute which we are trying proof ofhe to prove does not apply primarily and universally in the sense in which we think that it is being proved. Three We fall into this error either (i) when we cannot find any higher term apart from the individual [or individuals] ° ; or (ii) when there is such a term, but it has no name as applied to objects which differ in species ; or (iii) when the subject of the demonstration happens to be a whole which is a part of some other ; for although the demonstration will hold good of the particulars contained in it and will be predicated of all of it, still the demonstration will not apply to it primarily and universally. When I say
έκαστον seems here to mean not an individual but a single species the genus of which is unrecognizable.
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τούτου πρώτου, η τοΰτο, άπόδειξιν όταν η πρώτου καθόλου.
EΙ οΰν τις δείξειεν ότι αι ορθά ι ου συμπίπτουσι, 15 δόξειεν ὸν τούτου είναι ἡ άπόδειξις διά τό επί πασών είναι των ορθών· ούκ ἐστι δἐ, εϊπερ μη ότι ώδι ίσαι γίγνεται τούτο, άλλ* η όπωσοΰν ἴσαι.
Καί ει τρίγωνον μη ην άλλο η ισοσκελές, η ισοσκελές αν εδόκει ύπαρχειν.
Και τό άνάλογον ότι εναλλάξ, η αριθμοί και η γραμμαι και η στερεά και η χρόνοι, ώσπερ 20 εδείκνυτό ποτε χωρίς, ενδεχόμενόν γε κατά πάντων μια αποδείξει δειχθηναΐ’ αλλά διά τό μη είναι ώνομασμενον τι πάντα ταΰτα εν, αριθμοί μηκη χρόνος στερεά, και ειδει διαφερειν άλληλων, χωρίς ελαμβάνετο· νυν δε καθόλου δείκνυται· ου γάρ ἡ γραμμαι η η αριθμοί ύπηρχεν άλλ’ η τοδί, δ 25 καθόλου υποτίθενται ύπάρχειν. διά τοΰτο ούδ* αν τις δείξη καθ* έκαστον τό τρίγωνον αποδείξει η μια η ετερα. ότι δύο ορθάς εχει έκαστον, τό ισόπλευρον χωρίς και τό σκαληνές και τό ισοσκελές, ούπω οΐδε τό τρίγωνον ότι δύο όρθαΐς ει μη τον
α An example of (iii). The fact is true of the lines primarily qua parallel, only secondarily qua perpendicular.
b An example of (i).
c i.e., that if A : Β =C : D, A : C = B : D. The illustration which follows is an example of (ii) ; but cf. Heath, Mathematics in Aristotle, pp. 41-14.
d i.e., with the unco-ordinated unscientific knowledge of the sophist.
50
POSTERIOR ANALYTICS, I. ν
that demonstration applies to a subject primarily and universally, I mean that it applies to that subject primarily as such.
Thus if one were to prove that perpendiculars (to the same straight line) never meet, it might be supposed that this quality of perpendiculars was the proper subject of the demonstration, since it holds good of all perpendiculars. But it is not ; inasmuch as the result follows, not because the (alternate) angles are equal in this particular way, but if they are equal at all.®
Again, if there were no triangle except the isosceles, the proof that it contains angles equal to the sum of two right angles would be supposed to apply to it qua isosceles.6
Again, the law that proportionals alternate c might be supposed to apply to numbers qua numbers, and similarly to lines, solids and periods of time ; as indeed it used to be demonstrated of these subjects separately. It could, of course, have been proved of them all by a single demonstration, but since there was no single term to denote the common quality of numbers, lengths, time and solids, and they differ in species from one another, they were treated separately ; but now the law is proved universally ; for the property did not belong to them qua lines or qua numbers, but qua possessing this special quality which they are assumed to possess universally. Hence, even if a man proves separately—whether by the same demonstration or not—of each kind of triangle, equilateral, scalene and isosceles, that it contains angles equal to the sum of two right angles, he still does not know, except in the sophistical sense,d that a triangle has its angles equal to the sum of two right angles, or
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σοφιστικόν τρόπον, ουδέ καθόλου τρίγωνον, ονδ* ει 30 μηδέν ἐστι παρά, ταΰτα τρίγωνον έτερον ον γάρ fj τρίγωνον οιδεν, ουδό παν τρίγωνον άλλ’ ἣ κατ αριθμόν κατ είδος δ* ον παν, και ει μηδέν εστιν ο ονκ οιδεν.
Π ότ* οΰν ονκ οΐδε καθόλου, και ποτ* οιδεν απλώς; δηλον δη οτ ι ει ταντόν ην τριγώνω είναι και ίσοπλευρω η έκάστω η πάσιν ει δε μη ταντόν άλλ* 35 έτερον, υπάρχει δ* η τρίγωνον, ονκ οιδεν. πότερον δ* fj τρίγωνον η fj ισοσκελές υπάρχει; και πότε κατά τοΰθ* υπάρχει πρώτον; και καθόλου τίνος η άπόδειξις; δηλον ότι όταν άφαιρουμένων ύπάρξη πρώτω. οιον τω ίσοσκεΑει χαλκώ τριγώνω ύπ-74 b άρξουσι δυο ορθαί, άλλα και του χαλκοΰν είναι άφαιρεθέντος και του ισοσκελές, άλλ* ου του οχήματος η πέρατος. άλλ* ου πρώτων, τίνος οΰν πρώτον; εί δη τριγώνου, κατά τούτο υπάρχει και τοΐς άλλοις, και τούτου καθόλου εστιν η άπό-δειξις.
5 VI. Ει οΰν εστιν η άποδεικτικη επιστήμη εξ άναγκαίων άρχών (ο γάρ έπίσταται ον δυνατόν άλλως εχειν), τά δε καθ* αυτά υπάρχοντα άναγκαΐα
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that this is a universal property of triangles, even if there is no other kind of triangle besides these ; for he does not know that this property belongs to a triangle qua triangle, nor that it belongs to every triangle, except numericallya; for he does not know that it belongs to every triangle specifically, even if there is no triangle which he does not know to possess it.
When, then, do we not know universally, and when Criterion of do we know absolutely ? Clearly, if “ triangle ” were Sa?”attri-essentially the same as “ equilateral ” in each or bute8· every instance, we should have absolute knowledge ; but if it is not the same but different, and the property belongs to the equilateral qua triangle, our knowledge is not universal. We must ask “ Does the property belong to its subject qua triangle or qua isosceles ? When does it apply to its subject primarily ? What is the subj ect of which it can be demonstrated universally ? ” Clearly the first subject to which it applies as the differentiae are removed. E.g., the property of having angles equal to the sum of two right angles will apply to “ bronze isosceles triangle ” ; and it will still apply when “ bronze ” and “ isosceles ” are removed. “ But not if you remove ‘ figure ’ or ‘ limit.’ ” No, but these are not the first differentiae whose removal makes the attribute inapplicable. “ Then what is the first ? ”
If it is “ triangle,” then it is with respect to triangularity that the attribute applies to all the rest of the subjects, and it is of “ triangle ” that the attribute can be universally demonstrated.
VI.	If, then, demonstrative knowledge proceeds Arguments from necessary first principles (because that which [he pre- & we know cannot possibly be otherwise), and essential misses of
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τοι? πράγμασιν (τα μεν γάρ εν τω τί ἐστιν υπάρχει' τοΐς δ’ αυτά εν τω τί ἐστιν ύπαρχο, κατηγορουμένους αυτών, ών θάτ epov των αντικείμενων ανάγκη ίο ύπάρχειν), φανερού οτ ι εκ τοιούτων τινών αν είη ο αποδεικτικός συλλογισμός· άπαν γάρ η ούτως υπάρχει η κατά συμβεβηκός, τα δε συμβεβηκότα ούκ αναγκαία.
"Η δη ουτω λεκτέον, η αρχήν θεμένοις οτ ι ή άπό-δειξις άναγκαΐόν1 έστι, και ει άποδεδεικται, ούχ 15 ο Ιόν τ* άλλως έχειν εξ αναγκαίων άρα δει είναι τον συλλογισμόν, εξ αληθών μεν γάρ εστι και μη άπο-δεικνυντα συλλογίσ ασθαι, εξ αναγκαίων δ’ ούκ εστιν άλλ* η άποδεικνύντα· τούτο γάρ ηδη άπο-δείξεώς εστι.
Έημεΐον δ’ δτι η άπόδειξις εξ αναγκαίων ότι και τάς ενστάσεις οϋτω φέρομεν προς τούς οιομενους 20 άποδεικνύναι, ότι ούκ ανάγκη, αν οίώμεθα η όλως ενδέχεσθαι άλλως η ένεκά γε τού λόγου.
Αηλον δ* εκ τούτων και ότι εύηθεις οι λαμβάνειν οίόμενοι καλώς τάς άρχάς εάν ένδοξος η η πρότασις και άληθης, οΐον οι σοφισται οτι το επίστασθαι το επιστήμην εχειν. ού γάρ το ένδοξον η μη2 άρχη
1 αναγκαίων Philoponus (?), Ross : αναγκαίου Mure.
2	V μἡ] ή μιν η1, Ross.
α e.g., ‘ nose ’ is part of the definition of ‘ snubness ’ (Met. 1064 a 25), and every nose is either snub or not,snub. b i.e., necessary.
c This sense can, I think, be extracted from the vulgate without having recourse to emendation.
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attributes are necessary to their subjects (for some of them inhere in the essence of their subjects, while others have the subjects of which they are predicated inherent in their own essence, and in this latter class one member of the pair of opposite attributes must apply),0 it is evident that the premisses from which demonstrative syllogisms are drawn will be of this nature b; for every attribute applies either in this or in the accidental sense, and accidental attributes are not necessary.
We may either argue in this way, or lay down the principle that demonstration implies necessity,0 i.e., that if a thing has been proved, it cannot be otherwise. Then it follows that the premisses of the (demonstrative) syllogism must be necessary ; for whereas it is possible to draw a conclusion from true premisses without demonstrating anything, it is impossible to draw one from necessary premisses without doing so ; for necessity directly implies demonstration.
Evidence that the premisses from which demonstration proceeds are necessary may be found in the fact that the way in which we raise objections against those who imagine that they are demonstrating is by saying “ it is not necessarythat is if we think that it is possible, cither without qualification or for the purposes of the argument, that the fact should be otherwise.
(It is also clear from these arguments that it is foolish to think that one is choosing the right starting-point if the premiss is (merely) generally accepted and true ; as the sophists assume that to know is to have knowledge.The starting-point is not that which is generally accepted or the reverse, but that
d CL Plato, Euthydemus 277 b.
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25 ἐστιν, αλλά το πρώτον του γένους περί ο δείκνυται· καί τάληθές ου παν οίκεΐον.
'Ότι δ’ εξ αναγκαίων είναι, δεῖ τον συλλογισμόν φανερόν και εκ τώνδε. ει γάρ 6 μη εχων λόγον του διά τί οϋσης άποδείξεως ούκ επιστήμων, εΐη 8’ αν ώστε το Α κατά του Γ εξ ανάγκης ύπαρχειν, το δε 30 Β το μέσον δι ου άπεδείχθη μη εξ ανάγκης, ούκ οΐδε διότι, ου γάρ εστι τούτο διά το μέσον το μεν γάρ ενδέχεται μη είναι, τό δε συμπέρασμα άναγ-καΐον.
Έτι εί τις μη οΐδε νυν εχων τον λόγον καί σωζό-μενος, σωζομένου του πράγματος, μη έπιλελησ-μένος, ουδέ πρότερον ηδει. φθαρείη δ’ αν το μέσον 35 ει μη άναγκαΐον, ώστε εξει μεν τον λόγον σωζό-μενος σωζομένου τού πράγματος, ούκ οΐδε δέ* ούδ' άρα πρότερον ηδει. ει δε μη εφθαρται, ενδέχεται δε φθαρηναι, το συμβαΐνον αν εΐη δυνατόν καί ενδεχόμενον, άλλ* εστιν άδύνατον ούτως έχοντα είδέναι.
75	a "Οταν μεν ούν τό συμπέρασμα εξ άνάγκης η,
ούδεν κωλύει τό μέσον μη άναγκαΐον είναι δι ου έδείχθη ■ έστι γάρ τό άναγκαΐον καί μη έξ άναγ-καίων1 συλλογίσασθαι, ώσπερ καί άληθές μη έξ 5 άληθών όταν δἐ τό μέσον εξ άνάγκης, καί τό
1 αναγκαίων η, Philoponus : αναγκαίου.
° But in neither case is the conclusion proved. This paragraph is a parenthetical comment on the main argument.
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which is primarily true of the genus with which the demonstration deals ; and not every true fact is peculiar to a given genus.)
That our syllogism must be based upon necessary premisses is evident also from the following argument. Since the man who cannot give an account of the reason for a fact, although there is a proof available, is not possessed of scientific knowledge, if we assume a syllogism such that while A necessarily applies as predicate to C, B, the middle term by which the conclusion was proved, is not in a necessary relation to the other terms, then he does not know the reason. For the conclusion does not depend upon the middle term, since the latter may not be true, whereas the conclusion is necessary.
Again, if a man does not know a fact now, although he can give an account of it and both he himself and the fact are unchanged, and he has not forgotten it, then he was also ignorant of it before. But if the middle term is not necessary, it may cease to operate. In that case, although the man himself and the fact are unchanged, and he will still have his account of it, he does not know the fact. Therefore he was also ignorant of it before. Even if the middle term has not actually ceased, if it mag cease, the conclusion will be problematic and contingent ; and under such conditions knowledge is impossible.
(When the conclusion is necessary, it is not essential that the middle term by which it was proved should be necessary, for it is possible to reach a necessary conclusion even from premisses which are not necessary, just as it is possible to reach a true conclusion from premisses which are not true.a But when the middle term is necessarily true, the con-
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συμπέρασμα εξ ανάγκης, ώσπερ καί εξ αληθών αληθές αει* έστω γάρ τό Α κατά του Β εξ ανάγκης, καί τοΰτο κατά του Γ* άναγκαΐον τοίνυν και το Α τω Γ ύπάρχειν· οτ αν δε μη άναγκαΐον η τδ συμπέρασμα, ουδέ τό μέσον άναγκαΐον οΐόν τ’ είναι-έστω γάρ τό Α τω Γ μη εξ άνάγκης ύπαρχειν, τω ίο δε Β, καί τοΰτο τω Γ εξ άνάγκης- καί τό Α άρα τω Γ εξ άνάγκης υπάρξει- ἀλλ’ ούχ ύπεκειτο.
Έπει τοίνυν ει επίσταται άποδεικτικώς, δει εξ άνάγκης ύπάρχειν, δηλον οτ ι και διά μέσου άναγ-καίου δει εχειν την άπόδειξιν- η ούκ επιστησεται 15 ούτε διότι ούτε ότι ανάγκη εκείνο είναι, άλλ' η οίη-σεται ούκ είδώς, εάν ύπολάβη ως άναγκαΐον τό μη άναγκαΐον, η ούδ' οιησεται, ομοίως εάν τε τό ότι είδη διά μέσων εάν τε τό διότι καί δι* άμεσων.
Ύών δε συμβεβηκότων μη καθ' αυτά, ον τρόπον διωρίσθη τα καθ' αυτά, ούκ εστιν επιστήμη 20 άποδεικτικη. ού γάρ εστιν εξ άνάγκης δεΐξαι τό συμπέρασμα- τό συμβεβηκός γάρ ενδεχεται μη ύπ-άρχειν- περί του1 τοιούτου γάρ λέγω συμβεβηκότος. καίτοι άπορησειεν αν τις ίσως τίνος ενεκα ταΰτα δεΐ έρωταν 7τερι τούτων, ει μη άνάγκη τό συμπέρασμα είναι- ούδεν γάρ διαφέρει ει τις ερόμενος τά 25 τυχόντα είτα είπειεν τό συμπέρασμα, δεΐ δ' έρωταν ούχ ως άναγκαΐον είναι διά τά ηρωτημενα, άλλ'
1 οηι. Λ (Ι.
58
73	a 37 ff., 74 b 8 ff.
POSTERIOR ANALYTICS, 1. vi
elusion is also necessary ; just as the conclusion from true premisses is always true. For let A be necessarily predicated of B, and Β of C ; then the conclusion that A applies to C is also necessary. But when the conclusion is not necessary, neither can the middle term be necessary. For suppose that A applies necessarily to Β but not to C, and that Β necessarily applies to C. Then A will also apply necessarily to C. But this was not the original assumption.)
Therefore since, if we have demonstrative knowledge of a proposition, the predicate must apply necessarily to the subject, it is obvious that the middle term upon which the proof depends must also be necessary. Otherwise we shall recognize neither the fact of the conclusion not the reason for it as necessary ; we shall either think that we know, although we do not—that is if we assume as necessary that which is not necessary—or we shall not even think that we know, alike whether we know the fact by intermediate terms or whether we know the reason immediately.
Attributes which are not essential in the sense which we have defined a do not admit of demonstrative knowledge, since it is not possible to give a necessary proof of the conclusion ; for an accidental attribute may not apply to its subject, and it is of this kind of attribute that I am speaking. At the same time it might be questioned why (in dialectic), if the conclusion is not necessarily true, we should ask for the concession of such premisses for such a conclusion ; one might as well suggest any premisses at random, and then state the conclusion. The answer is that we should put definite questions, not because the answers affect the necessity of the conclusion, but
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on λέγειν ανάγκη τω εκείνα λε'γοντι, καί αληθώς λέγειν, εάν αληθώς η υπάρχοντα.
Έπει δ’ εξ άνάγκης υπάρχει περί έκαστον γένος οσα καθ' αυτά υπάρχει, και η έκαστον, φανερόν δτι 30 περί τών καθ' αυτά υπαρχόντων α ι επιστημονικάι άποδείξεις και εκ τών τοιουτων ε'ισίν. τά μεν γάρ συμβεβηκό τα ου κ άναγκαΐα, ώστ ου κ άνάγκη το συμπέρασμα ειδεναι διότι υπάρχει, ούδ' ει άεί εΐη, μη καθ' αυτό δε', οίον οι διά σημείων συλλογισμοί, το γάρ καθ' αυτά ου καθ' αυτά επιστησεται, ουδέ 35 διότι. το δε διότι επίστασθαί ἐστι το διά του αιτίου επίστασθαί. δι' αυτά άρα δει καί τά μέσον τω τρίτω καί τά πρώτον τω μεσω ύπάρχειν.
VII.	Oυκ άρα εστιν εξ άλλου γένους μεταβάντα δειξαι, οΐον τά γεωμετρικάν άριθμητικη. τρία γάρ 40 ἐστι τά εν ταΐς άποδείξεσιν, εν μεν τά άποδεικνυ-μενον τά συμπέρασμα (τούτο δ' ἐστι τά ύπαρχον γενει τινι καθ' αυτό), εν δε τά άξιώματα (άξιώματα 75 b δ’ εστιν εξ ών), τρίτον τά γένος τά υποκείμενον, ου τά πάθη καί τά καθ' αυτά συμβεβηκότα δηλοΐ η άπόδειξις. εξ ών μεν ουν η άπόδειξις, ενδεχεται τά αυτά είναι- ώυ δε τά γένος ετερον, ώσπερ άριθμη-τικης καί γεωμετρίας, ούκ εστι την άριθμητικην 5 άπόδειξιν εφαρμόσαι επί τά τοΐς μεγεθεσι συμβεβηκότα, ει μη τά μεγεθη άριθμοί είσι' τούτο δ' ως * 60
α Even the syllogisms of dialectic should be formally valid.
b Where the connexion is neither causal nor necessary; cf. An. Pr. 70 a 7 ff.
c To describe the common axioms as έξ ών suggests that they serve as premisses ; but this is true only of such as are
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because in stating them our opponent must state the conclusion, and state it truly if the attributes apply truly.0
Since in each genus it is the attributes that belong Hence our essentially to that particular genus that belong to it mu^state of necessity, it is evident that scientific demonstra- per se tions are concerned with essential attributes andconnexions· proceed from them. For accidental attributes are not necessary, and therefore we do not necessarily know why the conclusion is true ; not even if the attributes belong always, but not per se, as in syllogisms through signs.6 For wo shall not have knowledge of the essential fact as essential, nor shall we know its reason. To know the reason of a thing is to know it through its cause. Therefore the middle term must apply per se to the third, and also the first per se to the middle.
VII.	Hence it is not possible to prove a fact by They must passing from one genus to another—e.g., to prove a geometrical proposition by arithmetic. There are butes be-three factors in a demonstration : (1) The conclusion the8same° which is required to be proved, i.e., the application |g£usrJsosi of an essential attribute to some genus ; (2) the tionPto°beS1 axioms, on which the proof is based c ; (S) the under- proved* lying genus, whose modifications or essential attributes are disclosed by the demonstration. Now where different genera, e.g., arithmetic and geometry, are involved, although the basis of proof may be the same, it is not possible to apply the arithmetical demonstration to the attributes of extended magnitudes, unless extended magnitudes are num-bers.d How transference is possible in some cases
quantitative. Normally the axioms are δι* <Lv{cf. 76 b 10, 88 a 36 ff.). d For Aristotle they are not; cf. Cat. 4 b 22 flf.
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ενδεχεται επί τινων, ύστερον λεχθήσεται. ή δ’ αριθμητική άπόδειξις αει εχει το γένος περί ο ή άπόδειξις, καί αι άλλαι ομοίως' ώστ ή απλώς ανάγκη το αυτό είναι γένος ή πή, εϊ μέλλει ή άπό-10 δειξις μεταβαίνειν άλλως δ' ότι αδύνατον δῆλον εκ γάρ του αύτοΰ γένους ανάγκη τα άκρα και τα μέσα είναι, ει γάρ μη καθ' αυτά, συμβεβηκότα εσται. διά τούτο τή γεωμετρία ούκ ἐστι δεΐξαι ότι των εναντίων μία επιστήμη, άλλ' ουδ* ότι οι δυο κύβοι κάβος’ ούδ' άλλη επιστήμη τό ετερας, άλλ' ή 15 όσα ούτως εχει προς άλληλα ώστ' είναι θάτερον υπό θάτερον, οΐον τά οπτικά προς γεωμετρίαν και τά αρμονικά προς αριθμητικήν. ούδ' ει τι υπάρχει ταΐς γραμμαΐς μη ή γραμμαι και ή εκ των αρχών τών Ιδίων, οΐον ει καλλίστη τών γραμμών ή ευθεία 20 ή ει έναντι ως εχει τή περιφέρεια’ ου γάρ ή τό ίδιον γένος αυτών υπάρχει, άλλ' ή κοινόν τι.
VIII.	Φανερού δε και εάν ώσιν αι προτάσεις καθόλου εξ ών 6 συλλογισμός, ότι ανάγκη και τό συμπέρασμα σίδιον είναι της τοιαύτης άποδείξεως και τής απλώς ε'ιπειν άποδείξεως. ούκ εστιν άρα 25 άπόδειξις τών φθαρτών ούδ' επιστήμη απλώς, άλλ* ούτως ώσπερ κατά συμβεβηκός, οτι ού καθόλου α ύτοΰ εστιν άλλά ποτε και πώς. όταν δ' ή, άνάγκη την ετεραν μη καθόλου είναι πρότασιν και φθαρτήν,
α 76 a 9 if., 78 b 34 ff. b In the case of subaltern sciences.
c The reference is to cube numbers ; cf. Euclid, Elementa
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will be explained later.0 Arithmetical demonstration always keeps to the genus which is the subject of the demonstration, and similarly with all other sciences. Thus the genus must be the same, either absolutely or in some respect,b if the demonstration is to be transferable. Clearly this is impossible in any other way ; the extreme and middle terms must belong to the same genus ; if the connexion is not essential it must be accidental. This is why we cannot prove by geometry that contraries are studied by the same science, nor even that the product of two cubes is a cube.0 Nor can a proposition of one science be proved by another science, except when the relation is such that the propositions of the one are subordinate to those of the other, as the propositions of optics are subordinate to geometry and those of harmonics to arithmetic. Nor can geometry decide whether a given attribute applies to lines otherwise than qua lines and derived from their own peculiar principles, e.g., whether the straight line is the most beautiful of lines, or whether it is the contrary of the curved ; for these attributes apply to lines not in virtue of their peculiar genus, but in virtue of a characteristic common to other genera.
VIII.	It is also evident that if the premisses of the syllogism are universal, the conclusion of a demonstration of this kind—demonstration in the strict sense—must be eternal. Hence of connexions that are not eternal, there is no demonstration or knowledge in the strict sense, but only in the accidental sense that the attribute belongs to the subject not universally but at a given time or under given conditions. When this is so, the minor premiss must be non-eternal and non-universal : non-eternal because
Only
eternal connexions can be demonstrated.
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φθαρτήν μιν on καί1 τό συμπέρασμα οϋσης, μη καθόλου δε ότι τω2 μεν εσται τω δἐ οὐτ εσται ἐφ* 30 ῶν, ώστε ούκ ἐστι συλλογίσασθαι καθόλου, άλλ’ ο'τι νυν. ομοίως δ’ έχει και περί ορισμούς, επειπερ ἐστιν ά ορισμός η αρχή άποδείξεως η άπόδειξις θέσει όιαφέρουσα η συμπέρασμά τι άποδείξεως. αι δἐ τῶν πολλάκις γιγνομένων αποδείξεις καί επι-στημαι, οΐον σελήνής έκλείφεως, δηλον ότι ἡ μεν 35 τοιουδ’3 εισίν, αει εισιν, η δ’ ούκ αει, κατά μέρος είσίν. ώσπερ δ9 η έκλειφις, ωσαύτως τοΐς άλλοις.
IX.	Έπει δε φανερόν ότι έκαστον άποδειξαι ούκ εστιν άλλ’ η εκ των εκάστου αρχών, αν τό δεικνύ-μενον ύπάρχη fj εκείνο, ούκ έστι τό έπίστασθαι 40 τούτο, αν εξ αληθών και αναπόδεικτων δειχθη και αμέσων, έστι γάρ ουτω δεΐξαι, ώσπερ Βρύσων τον τετραγωνισμόν, κατά κοινόν τε γάρ δεικνύουσιν οι τοιοϋτοι λόγοι, ο και έτέρω υπάρξει· διό καί 76 a έπ* άλλων έφαρμόττουσιν οι λόγοι ού συγγενών, ούκοΰν ούχ fj εκείνο έπίσταται, αλλά κατά συμβε-βηκός' ού γάρ αν εφηρμοττεν η άπόδειξις καί ἐν’ άλλο γένος.
1 καί] εσται καί η, Ross.
2 τω ... τω C1 : τό . . . τό C2 Π : ω ... φ ABd.
3	τοιουδ’ Β, Philoponus : (μίν)τοι ουδ’ Α : τοιαίδ* C : alii alia.
° If the minor premiss stated an eternal connexion the
conclusion would also be eternal.
6 Cf. Book II, ch. x.
c What Bryson actually tried to prove is not clear (though the attempt is also described—guardedly—as ‘ squaring the circle ’ in Soph. Elench. 171 b 16, 172 a 3) ; but he seems to have used the comparative areas of inscribed and circum-
scribed figures, whether squares or polygons. The objection,
however, is to his 4 * 6 * * sophistical ’ method of starting from a 64
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only so will the conclusion also be non-eternal,α and non-universal because the conclusion will be true in some cases but not in others, and so cannot be proved to be true universally, but only at a given time. Similarly too with respect to definitions, inasmuch as a definition is either a starting-point of demonstration, or a demonstration in a different form, or a conclusion of a demonstration.b It is clear that demonstration and knowledge of intermittent events, such as an eclipse of the moon, are eternal in so far as they refer to events of a specific kind ; but in so far as they are not eternal, they are particular. Attributes may apply intermittently to other subjects just as an eclipse does to the moon.
IX.	Since it is evidently impossible to demonstrate the application of a particular attribute as such to its subject except from the first principles proper to its genus, scientific knowledge does not consist in proof from principles which are merely true, indemonstrable and immediate. I say this because one can conduct a proof in this way, just as Bryson, for example, proved his theory of squaring the circle c ; for such arguments prove the conclusion by using a common middle term which will refer equally to a different subject ; hence they are also applicable to subjects of other genera. Thus they enable us to know the attribute as applying to its subject not qua itself but only accidentally; otherwise the demonstration would not be applicable to another genus also.
general postulate of the form ‘ Things which are both greater than the same <set of> things and less than the same <set of> things are equal to one another ’ (obviously invalid, by the way, unless the two sets taken together exhaust all the possibilities) instead of a geometrical axiom. See Heath, Greek Mathematics, I. 223-225 ; Mathematics in Aristotle, 48-50.
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The premisses of demonstration must be peculiar to their own science,
ARISTOTLE
6 a
"Εκαστον δ* επιστάμεθα μη Kara συμβεβηκός, 5 όταν κατ' εκείνο γιγνώσκωμεν καθ' ὀ υπάρχει, εκ των αρχών των εκείνου ἡ εκείνο, οΐον το Βυσίν όρθαΐς ΐσας Ζχειν, ω υπάρχει καθ' αυτό το είρη-μενον, εκ των αρχών τών τούτου, ώστ' ει καθ' αυτό κάκεΐνο υπάρχει ω υπάρχει, ανάγκη το μέσον ίο εν τη αύτη συγγένεια είναι, ει δἐ μη, άλλ9 ως τα αρμονικά δι’ αριθμητικής, τα δἐ τοιαΰτα δείκνυται μεν ωσαύτως, διαφέρει δε" τό μεν γάρ οτ ι ετερας επιστήμης (το γάρ υποκείμενον γένος ετερον), το δε διότι της άνω, ης καθ' αυτά τά πάθη εστίν. ώστε και εκ τούτων φανερόν οτι ούκ εστιν άποδεΐ-15 ξαι έκαστον απλώς, άλλ' ή εκ τών εκάστου αρχών, αλλά τούτων αι άρχαι εχουσι τό κοινόν.
Ει δε φανερόν τούτο, φανερόν και ότι ούκ εστι τάς εκάστου Ιδίας άρχάς άποδεΐξαr εσονται γάρ εκεΐναι απάντων άρχαί, καί επιστήμη ή εκείνων κυρία πάντων, και γάρ επίσταται μάλλον ο εκ τών 20 άνώτερον1 αίτιων είδώς- εκ τών προτερων γάρ οΐδεν όταν εκ μη αίτιατών είδη αιτίων, ώστ' ει μάλλον οΐδε καί μάλιστα, καν επιστήμη εκείνη εϊη καί μάλλον καί μάλιστα, ή δ' άπόδειξις ούκ εφαρ-μόττει επ' άλλο γένος, άλλ' η ως εΐρηται αι γεω-
1 άνωτίρων A2d : ανωτέρω Β2.
α The middle term, subject of the major, predicate of the minor premiss.
6 e.g., Plato’s dialectic, which Aristotle repudiates. c 75 b 14 if., 76 a 9 if.
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Our knowledge of any given attribute is only non-accidental when we recognize it in respect of the subject in virtue of which it is an attribute, and from the principles proper to that subject as such ; e.g., the attribute of “ having the sum of its angles equal to two right angles ” as belonging to the subject to which it applies per se, and from the principles proper to this subject. Therefore if this latter term a applies per se to its own subject, the middle must belong to the same genus as the extreme terms. The only except in exceptions are such as the propositions of harmonics gjjbaitern f which are proved by arithmetic. Such propositions sciences, are proved in the same way, but with this difference ; that while the fact proved belongs to a different science (for the subject genus is different), the grounds of the fact belong to the superior science, to which the attributes belong per se. Thus it is evident from these considerations also that absolute demonstration of any attribute is impossible except from its own principles. In the examples just given, however, the principles have a common element.
If this is evident, it is evident also that the special Hence the principles of each genus cannot be demonstrated ; principles for the principles from which they would be demon-	are
strable would be principles of all existing things, and indemon-the science of those principles would be supreme over strable* all.b For a man knows a fact in a truer sense if he knows it from more ultimate causes, since he knows it from prior premisses when he knows it from causes which are themselves uncaused. Thus if he knows in a truer or the truest sense, his knowledge will be science in a truer or the truest sense. However, demonstration is not applicable to a different genus, except as we have explained c that geometrical proofs
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μετρικαι επί τάς μηχανικας η όπτικας και αι 25 άριθμητικαί επί τάς αρμόνικας.
Χαλεπόν δ* ἐστι τό γνώναι ει οΐδεν η μη. χαλεπόν γάρ το γνωναι ει εκ των έκαστου αρχών ϊσμεν η μη· όπερ εστι το είδέναι. οΐόμεθα δ’, αν εχωμεν εξ αληθινών τινών συλλογισμόν και πρώτων, επιζό στασθαι. το δ’ ούκ έστιν, άλλα συγγενή 8εΐ είναι τοΐς πρώτοις.
Χ. Αεγω δ* άρχάς εν έκάστω γένει ταυτας ας οτι εστι μη ενδέχεται δεΐξαι. τί μεν οΰν σημαίνει και τα πρώτα και τα εκ τούτων, λαμβάνεται, οτι δ’ εστι, τάς μεν άρχάς άνάγκη λαμβάνειν, τα δ* 35 άλλα δεικνυναι, οΐον τί μονάς η τί το ευθύ και τρίγωνον* είναι δε την μεν μονάδα λαβεῖν και μέγεθος, τά δ* έτερα δεικνυναι.
Έστι δ’ ών χρώνται εν ταΐς άποδεικτικαΐς επιστη-μαις τά μεν ίδια εκάστης επιστήμης τά δε κοινά, κοινά δε κατ' άναλογίαν, έπει χρήσιμόν γε όσον εν 40 τω υπό την επιστήμην γένει. ΐδια μεν οΐον γραμμήν είναι τοιανδί, και το εύθυ, κοινά δε οΐον το ίσα άπο ίσων αν άφέλη ότι ίσα τά λοιπά, ικανόν δ* έκαστον 76 b τούτων όσον εν τω γένει' ταύτό γάρ ποιήσει, καν μη κατά πάντων λάβη άλλ* έπι μεγεθίόν μόνον, τω 68
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apply to the propositions of mechanics or optics, and arithmetical proofs to those of harmonics.
It is difficult to be certain whether one knows or not; for it is difficult to be certain whether our knowledge is based upon the principles appropriate to each case—it is this that constitutes true knowledge —or not. We suppose that we have scientific knowledge if we draw an inference from any true and primary premisses, but it is not so ; the inference must be homogeneous with the primary truths of the science.
Χ. I call “ first principles ” in each genus those Every facts which cannot be proved. Thus the meaning assumes both of the primary truths and of the attributes certain demonstrated from them is assumed ; as for their p 1 s’ existence, that of the principles must be assumed, but that of the attributes must be proved. E.g·, we assume the meaning of “ unit,” “ straight ” and “ triangular ” ; but while we assume the existence of the unit and geometrical magnitude, that of the rest must be proved.
Of the first principles used in the demonstrative which are sciences some are special to particular sciences, and 5{2Sal to it, some are common ; but only in the analogical sense, or special
.	,	.	-|	,	,	J , η .	%	.. . aspects of a
since each is only to be employed in so tar as it is common
contained in the genus which falls under the science PnnciPle· concerned. Special principles are such as that a line, or straightness, is of such-and-such a nature ; common principles are such as that when equals are taken from equals the remainders are equal. Each of these latter truths need only be assumed for the given genus. The effect will be the same for the geometrician if he assumes the truth not universally but only of magnitudes, and for the arithmetician if he assumes
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δ* άρίθμητικω επ' αριθμών, ear ι δ' ihia μῖν και α λαμβάνβται είναι, περί a η επιστήμη θεωρεί τα 5 υπάρχοντα καθ' αυτά, οΐον μονάδας η αριθμητική, ή δε γεωμετρία σημεία και γραμμάς. ταΰτα γάρ λαμβάνουσι τδ είναι και τοδι είναι, τα δε τούτων πάθη καθ’ αυτά, τί μεν σημαίνει έκαστον, λαμβά-νουσιν, οΐον η μεν αριθμητική τί περιττόν η άρτιον η τετράγωνον η κύβος, η δε γεωμετρία τί τδ άλογον 10 η τδ κεκλάσθαι η νεύειν, δτι δ' εστι δεικνύουσι διά τε των κοινών και εκ τών αποδεδειγμένων, καί ή αστρολογία ωσαύτως.
Πάσα γάρ αποδεικτική επιστήμη περί τρία εστίν, δσα τε είναι τίθεται (ταΰτα δ’ εστι τδ γένος, ου τών καθ' αυτά παθημάτων εστι θεoJpητικη), και τα κοινά λεγάμενα αξιώματα, εξ ών πρώτων άποδείκ-15 νυσι, και τρίτον τά πάθη, ών τί σημαίνει έκαστον λαμβάνει. ενίας μέντοι επιστημας ούδεν κωλύει ενια τούτων παροραν, οΐον τδ γένος μη ύποτίθεσθαι είναι αν η φανερδν δτι εστιν (ου γάρ ομοίως δηλον δτι άριθμδς εστι και δτι φυχρδν και θερμόν), και 20 τα πάθη μη λαμβάνειν τί σημαίνει αν η δήλα-ώσπερ ούΒε τά κοινά ου λαμβάνει τί σημαίνει τδ ΐσα άπδ ίσων άφελεΐν, δτι γνώριμον, άλλ' ούδεν ηττον τη γε φύσει τρία ταϋτά εστι, περί δ τε δείκ-νυσι και α δείκνυσι και εξ ών.
Oύκ εστι δ’ ύπόθεσις ούδ' αίτημα δ ανάγκη είναι δι* αύτδ και δοκειν ανάγκη, ου γάρ πρδς τδν * 70
α veveiv is used technically of a straight line’s tending, when produced, to pass through a given point. The term is unimportant and scarcely appropriate here ; f suggest a more general sense.
6 They are common only by analogy ; cf. 75 a 38. Ross compares Met. 1005 a 20 τα iv τόΐς μαθήμασι καλούμενα άξιώ-
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it only of numbers. Also special to each science are those subjects whose existence it assumes, and whose essential attributes it studies, as arithmetic studies units and geometry points and lines. Of these subjects both the existence and the meaning are assumed ; but of their essential attributes only the meaning is assumed. E.g., arithmetic assumes the meaning of odd or even or square or cube, and geometry that of incommensurable or of deflection or inclination a ; but their existence is proved by means of the common principles and from conclusions already demonstrated. The same is true of astronomy.
Every demonstrative science is concerned with Thus there three things : the subjects which it posits (i.e., the ynd^of6 genus whose essential attributes it studies), the so- primary called h common axioms upon which the demonstra- though*not tion is ultimately based, and thirdly the attributes whose several meanings it assumes. There is no assumed, reason, however, why certain sciences should not disregard some of these three things ; e.g., omit to posit the existence of the genus if its existence is evident (for the existence of number is not so obvious as that of hot and cold), or to assume the meaning of the attributes if it is quite clear ; just as in the case of the common principles the meaning of “ when equals are subtracted from equals the remainders are equal ” is not assumed, because it is well known. Nevertheless there holds good this natural threefold division into the subject, the object, and the basis of demonstration.
That which is in itself necessarily true and must be Axioms, thought to be so is not a hypothesis nor a postulate ; and°postu-
lates.
ματα. If the term was generally accepted by mathematicians in Aristotle’s time, it was abandoned by Euclid.
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25 εξω λόγον η άπόδειξις, άλλα π ρος τον iv rfj φνχη, όπει οόδἐ συλλογισμός, αει γάρ εστιν ἐνστῆναι 77ρος τον εξω λόγον, άλλα προς τον εσω λόγον ουκ άεί. οσα μεν ονν δεικτά όντα λαμβάνει αυτός μη όείξας, ταϋτ , εάν μεν δοκοϋντα λαμβάνη τω μαν-θάνοντι, υποτίθεται, και εστιν ούχ άπλώς ύπόθεσις 30 άλλα προς εκείνον μόνον, αν δε η μηδεμιας ενούσης δόξης η και εναντίας ενούσης λαμβάνη τό αυτό, αιτείται. και τούτω διαφέρει ύπόθεσις καί αίτημα* εστι γάρ αίτημα τό ύπεναντίον του μανθάνοντος τη δόζη, η δ αν τις άποδεικτόν ον λαμβάνη και χρηται μη δείξας.
35 Οι μεν οΰν όροι ουκ είσιν υποθέσεις (οΰδεν1 γάρ είναι η μη είναι λεγεται2), άλλ’ εν ταΐς προτάσεσιν αι υποθέσεις, τούς δ* όρους μόνον ξυνίεσθαι δεῖ* τούτο δ’ ούχ ύπόθεσις, ει μη καί τό άκούειν ύπό-θεσίν τις φησειεν είναι, άλλ* όσων όντων τω εκείνα είναι γίγνεται τό συμπέρασμα, ούδ’ ό γεωμετρης 40 φευδη ύποτίθεται, ώσπερ τινες εφασαν, λεγοντες ως ου δει τω φευδει χρησθαι, τον δε γεωμετρην φευδε-σθαι λεγοντα ποδιαίαν την ου πόδι αίαν η ευθείαν 77 λ την γεγραμμενην ουκ ευθείαν οΰσαν. ό δε γεωμετρης ούδεν συμπεραίνεται τω τηνδε είναι γραμμήν ην αυτός εφθεγκται, άλλά τά διά τούτων δηλούμενα.
1 ουδβν ABdn, Philoponus : οι)δέ B2C. 2 Ross : λέγονται.
α The axioms used in demonstration appeal directly to the inner reason and are accepted by it, but the assumptions of spoken argument or instruction are always open to verbal objection.
b There is perhaps a reference to the narrower sense of hypothesis given in 72 a 18 if.
c I doubt whether “ two definitions of αίτημα are offered ” 72
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for demonstration, like syllogism, is concerned not with external but with internal discourse ; and it is always possible to object to the former, but not always possible to do so to the latter.® Thus any provable proposition that a teacher assumes without proving it, if the student accepts it, is a hypothesis— a hypothesis not absolutely but relatively to the student b ; but the same assumption, if it is made when the student has no opinion or a contrary opinion about it, is a postulate. This is the difference between a hypothesis and a postulate ; the latter is the contrary of the student’s opinion, or any provable proposition that is assumed and used without being proved.0
Definitions are not hypotheses, because they make no assertion of existence or non-existence. Hypotheses have their place among propositions, whereas definitions only need to be understood ; and this does not constitute a hypothesis, unless it is claimed that listening is a kind of hypothesis.^ Hypotheses consist of assumptions from which the conclusion follows in virtue of their being what they are. Thus the geometrician’s hypotheses are not false, as some have maintained, saying that one should not make use of falsehood, and that the geometrician is guilty of falsehood in asserting that the line which he has drawn is a foot long, or straight, when it is not ; the geometrician does not infer anything from the existence of the particular line which he himself has mentioned, but only from the facts which his diagrams
here, as Ross concludes. What Aristotle appears to say is that any provable but unproved assumption is a postulate unless it is accepted by the respondent, when it becomes (relatively to him) a hypothesis.
d If the qualification is not entirely sarcastic it may hint that listening implies some degree of acceptance.
Definition distinguished from hypothesis.
73
ARISTOTLE
77 a
ετι το αίτημα καί ύπόθεσις πάσα η ως ολον η ως εν μέρει, οι δ’ οροί ούδέτερον τούτων.
5 XI. Είδη μεν ούν είναι η εν τι παρά τα πολλά ούκ ανάγκη, ει άπόδειξις εσται, είναι μέντοι εν κατά πολλών αληθές είπεΐν ανάγκη· ου yap εσται το καθόλου αν μη τούτο ῄ* ἐαυ δἐ το καθόλου μη η, τό μέσον ούκ εσται, ώστ ουδό άπόδειξις. δει άρα τι εν και τό αυτό επί πλειόνων είναι μη ομώνυμον,1
ίο Τό δε μη ενδέχεσθαι άμα φάναι και άποφάναι ούδεμία λαμβάνει άπόδειξις άλλ* η εάν δέη δεΐξαι και τό συμπέρασμα ούτως, δείκνυται δε λαβοΰσι τό πρώτον κατά του μέσου οτ ι άληθές, άποφάναι δ' ούκ άληθές. τό δἐ μέσον ούδέν διαφέρει είναι και 15 μη είναι λαβεΐν, ως δ’ αύτως και τό τρίτον, ει γάρ εδόθη καθ' ου άνθρωπον άληθές είπεΐν—ει και μη άνθρωπον άληθές, άλλ’ ει μόνον άνθρωπον—ζώον είναι, μη ζώον δέ μη, εσται [yap]2 άληθές είπεΐν Καλλίαν, ει και μη Καλλίαν, όμως ζώον, μη ζώον δ’ ου. αίτιον δ* οτ ι τό πρώτον ού μόνον κατα του 20 μέσου λέγεται άλλα και κατ5 άλλου διά τό είναι επί πλειόνων, ώστ ούδ’ ει τό μέσον καί αυτό ἐστι καί, μη αύτό, προς τό συμπέρασμα ούδέν διαφέρει.
1	εΓδη μεν ονν . . . ομώνυμον ad 83 a 35 transponenda ci. Ross.
2	seclusit Ross.
α CL An. Pr. 49 b 35, Met. 1078 a 20.
6 Aristotle’s objection to the Platonic Forms is that they exist independently of particulars, whereas his own univer-sals are abstractions. The paragraph seems to be displaced. Ross would transfer it to 83 a 35.
c Because the middle must be distributed in at least one premiss.
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illustrate.® Further, all postulates and hypotheses are either universal or particular, whereas definitions are neither.
l/ XI. It is not necessary, in order to make demon- Demonstra-stration possible, that there should be Forms or some universal!, One apart from the Many b; but it is necessary that but not it should be true to state a single predicate of a plurality of subjects. Otherwise there will be no universal term ; and if there is no universal there will be no middle term,0 and hence no demonstration.
Therefore there must be something which is one and the same above the several particulars, and does not merely share a common name with them.rf
No demonstration makes use of the principle that How de-simultaneous assertion and negation are impossible, unless it is required to prove the conclusion also in Law of Con-this form.e The proof is effected by assuming that tradlctl0n it is true to assert and not true to deny the first term of the middle. It makes no difference to add the negation of the contradictory to the middle or to the third term. For if it is granted that whatever is truly called “ man ” is truly called an animal—even if “ not-man ” is also truly called an animal, provided only that it is true that man is an animal, and not true that he is not an animal—it will be true to call Callias an animal even if it is true to call not-Callias an animal, and it will not be true to call him not-animal. The reason for this is that the first term is stated not only of the middle but also of another term or terms, because it has a wider extension ; so that even if the middle term is both itself and its contradictory the conclusion is unaffected.
d Sc., without sharing their common character. e In the form “ C is A and not not-A.”
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Τό δ* άπαν φάναι η άποφάναι η el? το α8υνατον άπόόβιξι? λαμβάνει, καί ταΰτα ον8' αει καθολου, άλΧ όσον Ικανόν, Ικανόν δ’ όπι του γόνονς. λβγω 25 δ’ ὐτί του γόνον? οΐον π€ρΙ ο γόνο? τα? άποδεi£ei? φόρ€ΐ, ώσπ€ρ ώίρηται και πρότ€ρον.
'Έ,πικοινωνοΰσι δἐ πάσαι αι όπιστημαι αλληλαι? κατά τα κοινά (κοινά 8ό λέγω ots χρώνται ω? €Κ τούτων αιTo8eiKVvvre?, άλλ* ον πβρί ών δεικνύονσιν ου8' ο δεικνυουσι), καί ὴ διαλεκτική πάσαι?, και ei 30 τι? καθόλου π€ΐρωτο 8eiKvvvai τα κοινά, οΐον ότι άπαν φάναι η άποφάναι, ἣ ότι Ίσα από Ισων, η των τοιοντων αττα. η 8e διαλεκτική ονκ ἔστιν οντω? ώρισμόνων τινῶν, ov8e γόνον? τινό? όνό?. ου γαρ αν η ρώτα’ άπο8€ΐκννντα γαρ ονκ ἐστιν όρωτάν διά τό των άντικ€ΐμόνων όντων μη 8eiKvvoQαι το αυτό. 35 8e8eiKTai 8e τούτο όν τοι? π€ρί συλλογισμού.
XII. Ει δἐ τό αυτό ἐστιν ἐρώτημα συλλογιστικόν και πρότασι? άντιφάσ€ω?, προτάσ€ι? δἐ καθ' όκασ-
“ 76 a 42.
b The reference is probably to An. Pr. 57 b 4 if. Dialectic proceeds by interrogation, giving the opponent an open choice between opposite answers, either of which it is prepared to attack. Science is concerned with the proof of facts ; and since the same conclusion cannot be correctly inferred from opposite data, the “ questions ” of science offer no real choice, because only the right answer will furnish a true premiss for the required proof.
c By “ syllogistic question ” Aristotle means the interrogative form of an affirmative or negative premiss from which it is proposed to draw a scientific conclusion. Since (as we 76
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The law that either the assertion or the negation and the Law of every predicate must be true is used in demonstra- 5Πο,Πο.η<'6(1 tion by reductio ad impossibile. It is not always applied universally, but only so far as is sufficient, i.e., in reference to the genus. By “ in reference to the genus ” I mean, e.g., as regards the genus which is the subject of the demonstrations in question, as we have observed above."
All the sciences share with one another in the use All the of the common principles. By “ common principles ” InTE I mean what they use for the purpose of demonstra- ^g^00, tion, not the subjects about which they conduct their common proofs, nor the connexions which they prove. Dia- axioma· lectic shares the principles of all the other sciences ; and so too would any science which might attempt to prove universally the common principles, e.g., that either the assertion or the negation of every predicate is true, or that equals subtracted from equals leave equal remainders, or any other axioms of this kind. But dialectic has no sphere thus defined, nor is it concerned with any one class of objects. If it were, it ΛΥὉιιΙά not proceed by interrogation ; for interrogation is impossible in demonstration, since the opposite facts do not allow proof of the same result. This has been explained in my treatise on the syllogism.5
XII.	If a syllogistic question is the same as a Every proposition stating one half of a contradiction,0 and improper3 every science has its own premisses from which are questions.
have seen) only the right answer will serve, Ross regards Ερώτημα as meaning “ assumption ” in this chapter. But Aristotle seems (to judge from the context and the examples quoted below) to be thinking of discussion rather than formal demonstration, so that the normal sense should perhaps be preferred.
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την επιστήμην εξ ών 6 συλλογισμός 6 καθ’ εκάστην, εΐη αν τι ερώτημα επιστημονικόν, εξ ών 6 καθ’ 40 εκάστην οικείος γίγνεται συλλογισμός. δήλον άρα ότι ου παν ερώτημα γεωμετρικόν αν εϊη ούδ’ ιατρι-77 b κόν, ομοίως δἐ και επί των άλλων* άλλ’ εξ ών1 δείκνυταί τι περί ών η γεωμετρία εστίν, η α* εκ των αυτών δείκνϋται τη γεωμετρία, ώσπερ τα οπτικά. ομοίως δἐ και επί των άλλων, και περί μεν τούτων και λόγον υφεκτέον εκ των γεωμετρικών 5 αρχών και συμπερασμάτων, περί δε τών αρχών λόγον ούχ υφεκτέον τω γεωμετρη fj γεωμετρης* ομοίως δε και επι τών άλλων επιστημών.
Ούτε παν άρα έκαστον επιστήμονα ερώτημα ερω-τητεον, οΰθ’ άπαν το ερωτώμενον άποκριτεον περί εκάστου, άλλα τα κατά την επιστήμην διορισθεντα. ίο ει δε διαλεξεται γεωμετρη ή γεωμετρης ούτως, φανερόν ότι καί καλώς, εάν εκ τούτων τι δεικννη* ει δε μή, ου καλώς, δήλον δ’ ότι ούδ’ ελεγχει γεωμετρην άλλ’ ή κατά συμβεβηκός· ώστ’ ούκ αν εϊη εν άγεωμετρήτοις περί γεωμετρίας διαλεκτεον λήσει γάρ 6 φαυλως δια λεγόμενος, ομοίως δε καί ιδ επί τών άλλων εχει επιστημών.
Έπεϊ δ’ εστι γεωμετρικά ερωτήματα, αρ’ εστι καί αγεωμέτρητα; καί παρ’ εκάστην επιστήμην τά κατά την άγνοιαν την ποιαν3 γεωμετρικά
1 cov η ABCd.	2 om. ABC2d.
3 ποιαν Α2, Philoponus : ποιαν. * 78
° Because the principles of a science are assumed, not proved, by that science.
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drawn the conclusions proper to that science, then there must be a scientific question corresponding to the premisses from which the conclusions proper to science are drawn. Hence it is clear that not every question will be geometrical (or medical, and similarly with the other sciences), but only those which correspond to the grounds for the proof of geometrical theorems, or the theorems of any science, such as optics, which uses for its proofs the same axioms as geometry (and similarly with the other sciences). Of these questions the geometrician must give an account, based upon the principles and conclusions of geometry ; but he need not, as a geometrician, account for the principles a (and similarly with the other sciences).
Hence we must not ask every question of each individual expert, nor is the expert bound to answer everything that is asked him about each given subject, but only such questions as fall within the scope of his own science. If in arguing with a geometrician qua geometrician one argues by proving any given point from geometrical principles, evidently he will be arguing properly ; otherwise he will not. It is clear also that in the latter case one cannot refute a geometrician, except accidentally.b Therefore one should not discuss geometry among people who are not geometricians, because they will not recognize an unsound argument. The same applies to all other sciences.
Since there are geometrical questions, are there Sources of also ungeometrical questions ? In any given science Smtiflc {e.g. geometry), what sort of ignorance is it that reasoning. 6
6 Because qua geometrician he can only be refuted by a geometrical argument.
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ἐστιν;1 καί πότερον 6 κατά την άγνοιαν συλλογισ-20 μάς 6 εκ των αντικειμένων συλλογισμός, η ο2 παρα-λογισμός, κατο, γεωμετρίαν 8έ; η εξ άλλης τέχνης, οΐον το μουσικόν ἐστιν ερώτημα άγεωμέτρητον περί γεωμετρία?, τό 8έ τάς παραλλήλους συμπί-πτειν οϊεσθαι γεωμετρικόν πως και άγεωμέτρητον άλλον τρόπον; διττόν γάρ τούτο, ώσπερ τό άρρυθ-25 μον, και τό μιν ετερον άγεωμέτρητον τω μη έχειν [ώσπερ τό άρρυθμον],* τό δ’ ετερον τω φαύλως εχειν και η άγνοια αυτή και4 η εκ των τοιούτων αρχών εναντία, εν 8έ τοΐς μαθημασιν ούκ έστιν ομοίως ό παραλογισμός, ότι το μέσον εστιν αει τό5 διττού* κατά τε γάρ τούτου παντός, και τούτο πάλιν 30 κατ’ άλλου λέγεται παντός■ τό 8έ κατηγορούμενον ου λέγεται παν. ταΰτα δ’ εστιν οΐον όράν τη νοήσει, εν 8έ τοΐς λόγοις λανθάνει, άρα πας κύκλος σχήμα; αν 8ε γράφη, 8ηλον. τί 8έ; τα επη κύκλος; φανερόν ότι ούκ εστιν.
Ου δεῖ δ' ενστασιν εις αυτό φέρειν εν fj6 ή πρό-
1 εστιν και αγεωμέτρητα /: εστιν η αγεωμέτρητα Bekker.
2 ό om. Cn.	3 sed. Mure.
4	καί om. Aldina, Bekker.	5 om. C2d.
6 iv ἡ ci. Ross, leg. fort. comm. : αν $. * 6
a i.e. relevant although mistaken. A “ question ” may be (a) proper to a given science, but “ ignorant ” because based (1) on false premisses or (2) false inference from true premisses, or (b) proper to a quite different science.
6 CL Met. 1022 b 35.
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makes questions still geometrical ? a Is an ignorant conclusion one which is drawn from premisses opposite to the true ones, or an inference which though invalid is nevertheless geometrical ? Or is it an inference drawn from a different science, as, e.g., a musical question is ungeometrical with reference to geometry, while to think that parallel lines meet is in a sense geometrical, although in another sense ungeometrical? (For “ungeometrical,” like “unrhythmical,” has two senses ; in one sense a thing is ungeometrical because it lacks the quality altogether, and in another sense because it possesses the quality but slightly.b) It is ignorance in this latter sense, i.e., ignorance which proceeds from premisses of this kind,® which is contrary to scientific knowledge. In mathematics formal invalidity is not so common, because it is always the middle term that provides the ambiguity (for one term is predicated of all the middle, and this in tum is predicated of all another, but the predicate is not distributed d); and in mathematics middle terms are clearly visualized whereas ambiguities pass unnoticed in dialectical argument.
“ Is every circle a figure ? ” If one draws a circle the answer is obvious. “ Well, are the epic poems e a circle ? ” Evidently they are not.
One should not meet an argument with an objec- Objections
c Exhibiting defective knowledge of the right science.
d Aristotle is thinking of a syllogism in Barbara, the only figure useful for demonstration.
e The Epic Cycle was the name given to a sequence of early epic poems which, supplementing the Iliad and Odyssey, narrated the whole story of the Trojan War (and perhaps also the legends connected with Thebes). To call this “ cycle ” a “ circle ” would be an absurd quibble, although the words are the same in Greek.
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35 τάσι? έπακτική. ώσπερ γάρ ουδέ πρότασις ἐστιν ή μή ἐστιν ἐπι πλειόνων (ου γάρ εσται e’m πάντων, εκ των καθόλου δ’ ό συλλογισμός), δῆλον ὁτι οΰδ* ενστασις. αι αύται γάρ προτάσεις και ενστάσεις-ήν γάρ φέρει ενστασιν, αυτή γενοιτ αν πρότασις η αποδεικτική ή διαλεκτική.
40 Συμβαίνει δ’ ενίους άσυλλογίστως λέγειν διά το λαμβάνειν άμφοτέροις τα επόμενα, οΐον καί 6
78	a Καινεῖς ποιεί, ότι το πυρ εν ττ) πολλαπλάσια ανα-
λογία- καί γάρ τό πυρ ταχύ γεννάται, ως φησι, καί αυτή ή αναλογία, ουτω δ’ ου κ εστι συλλογισμός-άλΧ ει τή τάχιστη αναλογία επεται ή πολλαπλά-5 σιος καί τω πυρί ή τάχιστη εν τή κινήσει άναλογία. ενίοτε μεν οΰν ούκ ενδέχεται συλλογίσασθαι εκ των ειλημμένων, ότε δ* ενδέχεται, άλλ’ ούχ όράται.
Ει δ’ ήν αδύνατον εκ φευδους αληθές δεΐξαι, ρόδιον αν ήν τό άναλυειν άντέστρεφε γάρ αν εξ ανάγκης, έστω γάρ τό Α ον- τούτου δ* οντος ταδί ίο ἐστιν, α οΐδα ότι έστιν, οΐον τό Β. εκ τούτων άρα δείξω ότι εστιν εκείνο, αντιστρέφει δε μάλλον τα
0 For “ objections ” see An. Pr. 69 a 37 ff. There particular objections are admitted as logically possible; here they are excluded because we are dealing with scientific demonstration, in which any objection must be capable of serving as premiss in a fresh proof. The reading adopted here seems to be that of the commentators and gives a better sense than the vulgate.
b Sc. “ as middles in the second figure,” and undistributed middles at that. It is in fact a common type of paralogism. Aristotle goes on to show how the terms must be related to give a valid conclusion in the first figure. Caeneus may be the Lapith in Antiphanes’ play of that name, but he may 82
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tion in which the (minor) premiss is inductive." Just must not be as a premiss which does not hold good of more than inducthe· one case is no true premiss (because it will not hold good of all cases, and syllogism proceeds from universal judgements), so an objection of this nature is no true objection. Premisses and objections are the same, in that any objection which is brought may become a premiss, either demonstrative or dialectical.
We find that some persons argue fallaciously Paralogism through taking consequents of both terms b ; as ‘Jcond Caeneus does in maintaining that fire spreads in figure, geometrical progression, on the ground that both fire and this kind of progression increase rapidly. But with these conditions there is no syllogism ; only if the most rapid rate of increase implies geometrical proportion, and fire in its motion implies the most rapid rate of increase. Sometimes it is not possible to draw an inference from the assumptions ; sometimes it is possible,0 but the method of procedure is overlooked.
If it were impossible to prove a true conclusion Error in the from false premisses,d analysis would be easy ; be- problems?* cause conclusion and premisses would necessarily reciprocate. Let A be a real fact, whose reality implies that of certain other facts, e.g., B, which I know to be real; then from the latter I will prove the existence of A. Reciprocation is more usual in
equally well have been a real person, though unknown to us.
e If the major premiss is convertible.
d But it is not: An. Pr. II. ii-iv. The analysis in question is the analysis of a problem, i.e. the discovery of the premisses necessary to prove a given conclusion. CL Eth. Nic.
1112 b 20 if.
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εν τοι? μαθήμασιν, ότι ούδεν συμβεβηκός λαμβά-νουσιν (αλλά και τουτω διαφερουσι τών εν τοΐς δια-λόγοις) άλλ* ορισμούς.
Αύζεται δ’ ου διά των μέσων, άλλα τω προσλαμ-15 βάνειν, οΐον το Α του Β, τούτο δε του Γ, πάλιν τούτο τοΰ Α, και τουτ εις άπειρον* καί εις το πλάγιον, οΐον το Α καί κατά του Γ καί κατά του E, οΐον εστιν άριθμος πόσος η καί άπειρος τούτο εφ* ω Α, 6 περιττός άριθμος πόσος εφ* οὐ Β, άριθμος περιττός εφ* ου Γ* εστιν άρα το Α κατά 20 τ ου Γ. καί εστιν 6 άρτιος πόσος άριθμος εφ* ου Α, 6 άρτιος άριθμος εφ’ ου E* εστιν άρα το Α κατά του E.
XIII.	Τό δ* οτ ι διαφέρει καί το διότι επιστασθαι, πρώτον μεν εν ττ} αῦτῆ επιστημρ, καί εν ταυτΎ) δίχως, ενα μεν τρόπον εάν μη δι* άμεσων γίγνηται 25 6 συλλογισμός (ου γάρ λαμβάνεται το πρώτον αίτιον, η δε του διότι επιστήμη κατά το πρώτον αίτιον), άλλον δε ει δι* άμεσων μεν, άλλά μη διά τοΰ αιτίου άλλά τών άντιστρεφόντων διά τοΰ γνωριμωτερου. κωλύει γάρ οΰδεν τών άντικατηγορουμενων γνω-ριμώτερον είναι ενίοτε το μη αίτιον, ώστ εσται διά 30 τούτου η άπόδειξις, οΐον ότι εγγύς οι πλανήτες διά τοΰ μη στίλβειν. έστω εφ* ω Γ πλάνητες, εφ* ω Β το μη στίλβειν, εφ* ω Α το εγγύς είναι, άληθες δη τό Β κατά τοΰ Τ είπεΐν οι γάρ πλάνητες ου στίλ-βουσιν. άλλά καί το Α κατά τοΰ Β* τό γάρ μη * 84
° Cf. 77 b 27.	·
6 Sc. lower than any which have hitherto been used. In this way the system can be extended downwards. The middle terms of the main system are already established ; otherwise it would not be scientific. But it is also possible
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mathematical problems, because mathematics never assumes an accident but only definitions. This is another ° respect in which mathematical differs from dialectical reasoning.
A science expands not by the interpolation of middle terms but by the addition of extreme terms b; e.g., A is predicated of B, and the latter of C, and this again of D, and so ad infinitum. It may also be extended laterally ; e.g., A may be predicated of both C and E. For example, A is number (determinate or indeterminate), Β is determinate odd number, C is a particular odd number ; then A is predicable of C. Again, D is determinate even number, and E a particular even number ; then A is predicable of E. y XIII. Knowledge of a fact and knowledge of the reason for it differ when both fall under the same science, under several conditions : (1) if the conclusion is not drawn from immediate premisses (for then the proximate cause is not contained in them, and knowledge of the reason depends upon the proximate cause) ; (2) if the premisses are immediate, but the conclusion is drawn not from the cause but from the more familiar of two convertible terms ; for it may-well be that of two reciprocally predicable terms that which is not the cause is sometimes the more familiar, so that the demonstration will proceed by it ; e.g., the proof that the planets are near because they do not twinkle. Let C stand for “ planets,” Β for “ not twinkling,” and A for “ being near.” Then it is true to state Β of C ; because the planets do not twinkle. But it is also true to state A of Β ; because that which
to extend the system laterally at any stage, as in the example, by linking a fresh minor (E) to a given major (A) by a fresh middle (D).
Expansion of a science.
Knowledge of a fact and knowledge of its reason may differ although both fall under one science.
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35 στίλβον εγγύς εστι· τούτο δ’ είλήφθω δι επαγωγής ή δι’ αίσθήσεως. ανάγκη οΰν το Α τῷ Γ νπαρχειν, ώστ άποδεδεικται ότι ο Ι πλανήτες εγγύς εισιν. οντος ονν 6 συλλογισμός ον του διότι άλλα του οτι ἐστίν ου yap διά τό μὴ στίλβειν εγγύς εισιν, αλλα διά τό εγγύς είναι ου στίλβουσιν. εγχωρεΐ δἐ και 40 διά θατερον θάτερον δειχθήναι, καί εσται του διότι 78 b ἡ άπόδειξις, οΐον έστω τό Γ πλανήτες, εφ* ω Β το εγγύς είναι, τό Α τό μη στίλβε ιν υπάρχει δη και τό Β τῷ Γ /cat τό Α τω Β [τό μἡ στίλβειν],1 ώστε και τω Γ τό Α. και εστι του διότι 6 συλλογισμός· εϊληπται γάρ τό πρώτον αίτιον, πάλιν ως την 5 σελήνήν δεικνυουσιν οτι σφαιροειδής, δια των αυξήσεων’ ει γάρ τό αυξανόμενο ν ουτω σφαιροειδές, αυξάνει δ’ ή σελήνη, φανερόν οτι σφαιροειδής’ οντω μεν ονν τον οτι γεγονεν ό συλλογισμός, άνάπαλιν δε τεθεντος του μέσον του διότι’ ου γάρ διά τάς αυξήσεις σφαιροειδής ἐστιν, άλλα διά τό σφαι-ιο ροειδής είναι λαμβάνει τάς αυξήσεις τοιαυτας. σελήνη εφ* ώ Γ, σφαιροειδής ἐφ’ ώ Β, αϋξησις εφ’
φ Α.
Ετ’ ών δε τά μέσα μη αντιστρέφει καί εστι γνωριμώτερον τό άναίτιον, τό οτι μεν δείκνυται, τό διότι δ’ οὔ. ἔτι ἐφ* ών τό μέσον εξω τίθεται’ καί γάρ εν τούτοις τον ότι καί ου τον διότι ή άπόδειξις· 15 ον γάρ λεγεται τό αίτιον, οΐον διά τί ου κ άναπνεΐ
1 sed. Ross.
α Sc. as middle.
b Sc. with the majors. This is a corollary to the foregoing case, the difference being that it is no longer possible to establish the reason by converting the major premiss.
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does not twinkle is near (this may have been assumed either by induction or through sense-perception). Then A must apply to C ; and so it has been proved that the planets are near. Thus this syllogism proves not the reason but the fact; for it is not because the planets do not twinkle that they are near, but because they are near that they do not twinkle. (It is possible, however, to prove the middle by means of the major term, and then the demonstration will establish the reason. E.g., let C stand for “ planets,” Β for “ being near ” and A for “ not twinkling.” Then Β applies to C, and A—[“ not twinkling ”]—to B, and so A also applies to C ; and the syllogism establishes the reason, because the proximate cause has been assumed.0) Or again as the moon is proved to be spherical from its phases ; for if that which exhibits phases of this kind is spherical, and the moon exhibits phases, it is evident that the moon is spherical. In this form the syllogism proves the fact, but when the middle term is interchanged with the major, we can establish the reason ; for it is not on account of its phases that the moon is spherical, but because it is spherical that it exhibits phases of this kind. C stands for “ moon,” Β for “ spherical ” and Λ for “ phase.”
(3) Where the middle terms are not convertible b and that which is not the cause is better known than the cause, the fact can be proved but the reason cannot. (4) This is true also of syllogisms whose middle term falls outside c; in these too the demonstration establishes the fact and not the reason, since the cause is not stated. E.g., why does the wall not
c In the second figure ; the third, giving no universal conclusion, is useless for demonstration.
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o	τοίχος; οτι ον ζώον. el γάρ τούτο τον μη άναπνεΐν αίτιον, εδει το ζώον είναι αίτιον τον άναπνεΐν, οΐον ει η άπόφασις αιτία τον μη ύπαρχειν, η 20 κατάφασις τον ύπαρχε ιν, ώσπερ ει το ασύμμετρα είναι τα θερμά και φνχρά τον μη ύγιαίνειν, το σύμμετρα είναι τον ύγιαίνειν ομοίως δε και ει η κατάφασις τον ύπαρχε ιν, η άπόφασις τον μη ύπάρχειν. επί δε των όντως άποδεδομενων ον σνμβαίνει το λεχθεν ον γάρ άπαν άναπνεΐ ζώον. 6 δε σνλλογισ-μος γίγνεται της τοιαύτης αίτιας εν τω μεσω σχη-25 μάτι. οΐον έστω το Α ζώον, ἐφ* ον το Β τό άναπνεΐν, εφ* ω Γ τοίχος, τω μεν ονν Β παντϊ ύπάρχει το Α (παν γάρ το άναπνεον ζώον), τω δε Γ ονθενί, ώστε ονδε το Β τω Γ ονθενί' ονκ άρα άναπνεΐ 6 τοίχος. ἐοίκασι δ* αι τοιανται τῶν αιτιών τοΐς καθ' ύπερβολην ειρημενοις' τούτο δ’ 30 εστι το πλέον άποστησαντα το μέσον είπεΐν, οΐον το τοΰ 'Αναχάρσιος, οτι εν Σικύθαις ονκ είσιν ανλη-τρίδες,1 ονδε γάρ άμπελοι.
Κατά μεν δη την αντην επιστήμην καί κατά την τών μέσων θεσιν αύται διαφοραί είσιν τον οτι προς τον τον διότι σνλλογισμόν άλλον δε τρόπον διαφέρει 35 το διότι τοΰ ότι τω2 δι5 άλλης επιστήμης εκάτερον Θεωρεΐν. τοιαντα δ* ἐστιν όσα όντως εχει προς
1 αύλητρίδες ηρ, Philoponus, Themistius : αύληταί ABCd. 2 τω ηρ : το. * 6
β But it is not; see below.
6 According to Aristotle only warm-blooded animals breathe (cf. De Resp. 478 a 28 ff.)> so in the example “ animal ” is too wide a middle term.
88
POSTERIOR ANALYTICS, I. xm
breathe ? Because it is not an animal. If this were the reason for its not breathing, “ being an animal ” ought to be the reason for breathing °; on the principle that if a negative statement gives the reason for an attribute’s not applying, the corresponding affirmative statement will give the reason for its applying ; e.g., if the disproportion of the hot and cold elements in us is the cause of our not being healthy, their due proportion is the cause of our being healthy.
Similarly too if the affirmative statement gives the reason for an attribute’s applying, the negative statement will give the reason for its not applying.
But in the given instance the conclusion does not follow; for not every animal breathes.6 A syllogism which proves this sort of cause occurs in the middle figure. E.g., let A stand for “ animal,” Β for “ respiration ” and C for “ wall.” Then A applies to all Β (for everything that breathes is an animal), but to no C, and so neither does Β apply to any C. Hence the wall does not breathe. Such causes as these are like far-fetched explanations ; I mean stating the middle term in too remote a form, e.g., the dictum of Anacharsis that there are no flute-players among the Scythians because there are no vines.0
These, then, are the differences between the syllogism which proves the fact and that which proves the reason, within the same science and according to the position of the middle terms. But there is another A fact and way in which the fact and the reason differ, viz., in majMjdong each being studied by a different science. This is indifferent true of all subjects which are so related that one is e ' c The full chain of implication is something like “ flute-playing—thirsty work—heavy drinking—wine—grapes— vines.” Anacharsis was a Scythian ethnologist of the sixth century b.c. (Herodotus iv. 76).
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άλληλα ώστ' είναι θάτερον υπό θάτερον, οΐον τα οπτικά προς γεωμετρίαν καί τα μηχανικά προς στερεομετρίαν και τα αρμονικά προς αριθμητικήν και τα φαινόμενα προς άστρο λογικήν, σχεδόν δε 40 συνώνυμοί είσιν ενιαι τούτων των επιστημών, οΐον
79	a αστρολογία η τε μαθηματική και η ναυτική, καί
αρμονική η τε μαθηματική και η κατά την ακοήν, ενταύθα γάρ τό μεν ότι των αισθητικών είδεναι, το δε διότι τών μαθηματικών' ουτοι γάρ εχουσι τών αιτίων τάς αποδείξεις, καί πολλάκις ουκ ΐσασι τό 5 ότι, καθάπερ οι τό καθόλου θεωρούντες πολλάκις ενια τών καθ' έκαστον ουκ ΐσασι δι’ άνεπισκεφίαν. εστι δε ταΰτα όσα ετερόν τι όντα την ουσίαν κεχρη-ται τοΐς εΐδεσιν. τα γάρ μαθήματα περί εϊδη εστίν ου γάρ καθ' υποκείμενου τινός' ει γάρ καί καθ' υποκείμενου τινος τα γεωμετρικά ἐστιν, άλλ’ ουχ ίο ή γε καθ' υποκείμενου. εχει δε καί προς την οπτικήν, ως αυτή προς την γεωμετρίαν, άλλη προς ταυτην, οΐον τό περί τής ΐριδος' τό μεν γάρ ότι φυσικοΰ είδεναι, τό δἐ διότι οπτικού, ή απλώς ή του κατά τό μάθημα, πολλά ϊ δε καί τών μη υπ' άλλήλας επιστημών εχουσιν ούτως, οΐον ιατρική 15 προς γεωμετρίαν' ότι μεν γάρ τα έλκη τα περιφερή βραδυτερον ύγιάζεται του ιατρού είδεναι, διότι δἐ του γεωμετρου. * 6
α i.e., studied by more than one science.
6 Up to this point it might be supposed that Aristotle recognizes two “ levels ” of science, concerned respectively with form and with informed matter. It now appears that there are three “ levels,” the highest studying universals, the lowest particulars, and the other mediating between them. c Philoponus offers two explanations : (1) because such
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subordinate to the other, as is the relation of optical problems to plane and of mechanical problems to solid geometry and of harmonical problems to arithmetic and of the study of phenomena to astronomy. Some of these sciences have practically the same name ; e.g., both mathematical and nautical astronomy are called astronomy, and both mathematical and acoustic harmonics are called harmonics. In these cases it is for the collectors of data to know the fact, and for the mathematicians to establish the reason. The latter can demonstrate the causes, whereas they are often ignorant of the fact; just as those who are studying the universal are often ignorant of some of the particular instances, through lack of thorough investigation. Of this kind a are all objects which, while having a separate substantial existence, yet exhibit certain specific forms. For the mathematical sciences are concerned with forms ; they do not confine their demonstrations to a particular substrate. Even if geometrical problems refer to a particular substrate, they do so only incidentally. As optics is related to geometry, so is another science to optics, namely, the study of the rainbow.6 To know the fact of the rainbow’s existence is for the natural scientist ; to know the reason is for the optician, either simply as such or as a mathematical optician. Many of the sciences which are not strictly subordinate stand in this relation ; e.g., medicine to geometry. It is for the doctor to know the fact that circular wounds heal more slowly, but it is for the geometrician to know the reason for the fact.0
wounds have the greatest area in relation to their perimeter,
(2)	because the healing surfaces are farther apart and nature has difficulty in joining them.
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XIV.	Ύών δε σχημάτων επιστημονικόν μάλιστα το πρώτον ἐστιν, αι τε γάρ μαθηματικαι των επιστημών διά τούτον φερουσι τάς αποδείξεις, οιον
20 αριθμητική και γεωμετρία και οπτική, καί σχεδόν ως είπεΐν οσαι του διότι ποιούνται την σκεφιν η γάρ όλως η ως επί το πολύ και εν τοΐς πλείστοις διά τούτον τον σχήματος 6 τον διότι συλλογισμός. ώστε καν διά τοντ* * εϊη μάλιστα επιστημονικόν’ κυριώτατον γάρ του είδεναι το διότι θεωρεΐν. εΐτα 25 την τον τί ἐστιν επιστήμην διά μόνου τούτον θη-ρενσαι δυνατόν, εν μεν γάρ τω μεσω σχηματι ου γίγνεται κατηγορικος συλλογισμός, η δἐ τον τί ἐστιν επιστήμη καταφάσεως' εν δε τω εσχάτω γίγνεται μεν άλλ* ου καθόλου, το δε τί ἐστι των καθόλου εστίν ον γάρ πη ἐστι ζώον διπουν 6 άν-30 θρωπος. ετι τούτο μεν εκείνων ουδἐυ προσδειται, εκείνα δε διά τούτον καταπνκνοΰται καί αύξεται, εως αν εις τα άμεσα ελθη. φανερόν ονν ότι κυριώτατον τον επίστασθαι το πρώτον σχήμα.
XV.	"Ωσπερ δε ύπαρχειν τό Α τω Β ενεδεχετο άτόμως, ουτω καί μη νπάρχειν εγχωρεΐ. λέγω δε
35 τό άτόμως νπάρχειν η μη νπάρχειν τό μη είναι αυτών μέσον ουτω γάρ ούκετι εσται κατ’ άλλο τό νπάρχειν η μη νπάρχειν. όταν μεν ούν η τό Α η τό Β εν όλω τινι η, η καί άμφω, ονκ ενδεχεται τό
α An. Pr. Ι. ν.	6 Ibid. vi.
c CL An. Pr. 29 a 30 ff. d 72 b 18-25.
* i.e., immediately.
f Aristotle means when (a) A belongs to a genus which excludes B, or (6) Β belongs to a genus which excludes A, or (c) A and Β belong to different genera. It is not clear whether he intends the fourth case—when A and Β belong to the same
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XIV.	The most scientific of the figures is the first. Not only do the mathematical sciences, such as arithmetic, geometry and optics, advance their demonstrations by means of this figure, but so, broadly speaking, do practically all sciences which investigate reasons ; for it is by this figure, if not universally, at least as a general rule and in most cases, that the syllogism establishing the reason is effected. Hence on this account too the first figure may be regarded as the most scientific ; for the most essential part of knowledge is the study of reasons. Further, by this figure alone is it possible to pursue knowledge of the essence ; for in the middle figure we get no affirmative conclusion,® and the knowledge of a thing’s essence must be affirmative ; while in the last figure we get an affirmative conclusion, but it is not universal,6 whereas the essence belongs to the category of universals ; it is not in any particular sense that man is a two-footed animal. Finally the first figure is independent of the others, whereas they are supplemented and augmented by it until immediate premisses are obtained.0 Thus it is evident that the first figure is most essential to knowledge.
XV.	Just as A may (as we sawd) apply atomicallye to B, so also it may not-apply atomically. By applying or not-applying atomically I mean that there is no middle term between them ; for in this case the applying or not-applying will no longer depend upon some other term. (1) When either A or Β or both are contained in some whole/ it is impossible that A
genus—to be included in his formula, or whether he dismisses it as self-evident. He is probably thinking of A and Β as species ; and if they are different species of the same proximate genus their disconnexion can be proved through one or other of their differentiae.
The first figure is supreme for purposes of science.
Immediate negative propositions, impossible if either term is, or both terms are, contained in a genus,
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A τῷ Β πρώτως μη υπάρχωιν. έστω γάρ τό Α εν ολω τω Γ. ούκούν ει τό Β μη ἐστιν ἐν ολω τω F 40 (€ΎΧωΡ€ΐ πὸρ τό μῖν Α είναι ευ τινι ολω, το δε Β μη είναι ευ του τω), συλλογισμός εσται του μη ύπάρ-79b χειυ τό Α τω Β' €ί yap τω μῖν Α παντι το Γ τῷ δε Β μηδενι, ούδενι τω Β τό Α. ομοίως δε καί ει το μεν Β ev όλω τινι ἐστιν, οίον iv τω Δ· το μεν γαρ Δ παντι τω Β υπάρχει, το δε Α ούδενι τω1 Δ, ώστε το Α ούδενι τω Β υπάρξει διά συλλογισμού.
5 του αυτόν δἐ τρόπον δειχθησεται καί ει άμφω εν ολω τινι ἐστιν.
ὍΠ δ’ ενδεχεται τό Β μη είναι εν ω ολω εστι το Α, η πάλιν τό Α εν ω τό Β, φανερόν εκ των συστοιχιών, οσαι μη επαλλάττουσιν άλληλαις. ει γάρ μηδέν των εν τη ΑΓΔ συστοιχία κατά μη-10 δειῶς κατηγορεΐται των εν τη ΒΕΖ, τό δ* Α εν όλω εστϊ τω Θ συστοιχία όντι, φανερόν οτ ι τό Β ούκ εσται εν τω Θ* επαλλάξουσι γάρ αι συστοιχίαι. ομοίως δε και ει τό Β εν ολω τινι ἐστιν.
Έαν δε μηδετερον η εν ολω μηδενί, μη ύπάρχη δε τό Α τω Β, άνάγκη άτόμως μη ύπάρχειν. ει 15 γάρ εσται τι μέσον, άνάγκη θάτερον αυτών εν ολω τινι είναι· η γάρ εν τω πρώτω σχηματι η εν τω μεσω εσται ό συλλογισμός, ει μεν οΰν εν τω πρώτω, τό Β εσται εν ολω τινι (καταφατικήν γάρ δει την προς τούτο γίγνεσθαι πρότασιν), ει δ* εν τω μεσω, όπότερον ετυχεν προς άμφοτεροις γάρ
1	των η, Bekker.
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should not-apply in the primary sense a to B. For let A be contained in the whole of C. Then if Β is not contained in the whole of C (for it is possible for A to be contained in a whole although Β is not also contained in it), there will be a syllogism proving that A does not apply to B.b For if C applies to all Λ but to no Β, A will apply to no B. Similarly too if Β is contained in some whole, e.g., D ; for D applies to all B, and A to no D,c so that by syllogism A will apply to no B. The proof will take the same form also if both terms are contained in some whole.
That Β may not be contained in the whole which contains A, and vice versa, will be evident from the consideration of series d of mutually exclusive predicates. For if none of the terms in the series ACD is predicable of any of the terms in the series BEF, and A is wholly contained in H, a term in the former series, obviously Β will not be contained in H ; for then the series would not be mutually exclusive.
Similarly too if Β is wholly contained in some other term.
On the other hand if neither is wholly contained are possible in any term, and A does not apply to B, it must not- term isso apply atomically. For if there is to be a middle term, contained, one of the terms A and Β must be wholly contained in some genus. The syllogism will occur either in the first or in the middle figure. If it occurs in the first, it will be Β that is wholly contained in some genus (for the premiss relating to Β must be affirmative) ; if in the middle figure, it will be either A or Β indifferently, since we get a syllogism when the negative statement
b So the relation of A to Β is not atomic. c By conversion.
d Consisting of genera with their species and sub-species.
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20 ληφθέντος του στερητικού γίγνεται συλλογισμός’ άμφοτέρων δ* αποφατικών ούσών ου κ εσται.
Φανερού ουν ότι ενδέχεται τε άλλο1 άλλω μη υπάρχωιν άτόμως, και ποτ ένδέχεται και πώς ειρηκαμεν.
XVI.	"Αγνοια δ’ η μη κατ* άπόφασιν άλλα κατά διάθεσιν λεγομένη ἐστι μῖν η διά συλλογισμού γιγ-25 νομένη απάτη, αυτή δ* εν μῖν τοΐς πρώτως ύπάρ-χουσιν η μη ύπάρχουσι συμβαίνει διχώς' η γάρ όταν απλώς ύπολάβη ύπαρχειν η μη ύπάρχ€ΐν, η όταν διά συλλογισμού λάβη την ύπόληφιν. της μιν ουν απλής υποληφεως άπλη η άπατη, της δἐ διά συλλογισμού πλείους, μη ύπαρχέτω γάρ τό Α μη-so δενι τω2 Β άτόμως’ ούκοΰν εάν συλλογίζηται ύπαρχε ιν τό Α τω Β, μέσον λαβών τό Γ, ηπατημένος εσται διά συλλογισμού, ενδέχεται μεν ουν άμφο-τερας τάς προτάσεις εΐναι φευδεΐς, ενδέχεται δέ την ετέραν μόνον, ει γάρ μήτε τό Α μηδενι τών Γ 35 υπάρχει μήτε τό Γ μηδενι τών Β, εϊληπται δ’ εκατέρα άνάπαλιν, άμφω φευδεΐς εσονται. έγχωρεΐ δ* ούτως 'έχειν τό Γ προς τό Α καί Β ώστε μήτε υπό τό Α εΐναι μήτε καθόλου τω Β. τό μεν γάρ Β αδύνατον εΐναι εν όλω τινι (πρώτως γάρ ελέγετο αύτώ τό Α μη ύπαρχε ιν), τό δέ Α ούκ άνάγκη πάσι 40 τοΐς ούσιν εΐναι καθόλου, ώστ άμφότεραι φευδεΐς. άλλά και την ετέραν ενδέχεται άληθη λαμβάνειν, ου so λ μέντοι όποτέραν έτυχεν, άλλά την AT’ η γάρ ΓΒ πρότασις άει φευδης εσται διά τό εν μηδενι εΐναι τό Β, την δέ ΑΓ έγχωρεΐ, οΐον ει τό Α και τω Γ 1 om. Bekker.	2 τών ABC-d, Bekker.
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is assumed in connexion with either of them, but when both are negative there will be no syllogism.
Thus it is evident that one term may not-apply atomically to another ; and we have explained when and how this is possible.
XVI.	Ignorance, considered not in a negative sense Error in but as a positive disposition of mind, is error reached terms ^im^ through inference.0 In propositions stating an imme- ™fatedely diate positive or negative relation it arises in two ways : (a) when we directly suppose 6 that one term applies or does not apply to another, and (b) when we reach this supposition by inference. The error arising from direct supposition is simple, but that which is based on inference takes more than one form. Let (i) Negative A apply atomically to no Β. Then if we infer, taking relatlon·
C as the middle, that A applies to B, our error will be based on inference. It is possible either for both premisses or for one only to be false, (i) For if A (i) 119th applies to no C and C to no B, and we have assumed ^g™isses the contrary in each case, both premisses will be false (it is possible for C to be so related to A and Β that it neither falls under A nor applies universally to B. For Β cannot be wholly contained in a genus, since we stated above c that A is directly inapplicable to it ; and A need not necessarily apply universally to everything : hence both premisses are false.) (ii) (ii) Major It is also possible to assume one true premiss : not ὶΚ.ηι1η0Γ either premiss indifferently, but AC (the premiss CB will always be false, because Β is contained in no genus ; but AC may be true) ; e.g., if A applies
a This is a hasty statement, and Aristotle proceeds at once to correct it; but since the direct misapprehension described under (a) does not admit logical analysis he says no more about it and confines his attention to (b).
b Sc. wrongly.	c b 29.
E
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καί τω Β ύπάρχ€ί άτόμως. όταν γάρ πρώτως κατηγορηται ταύτό πλβιόνων ουδέτερον iv1 ούδε-5 τερω όσται. διαφέρει δ’ ovSev, ούδ* el μη άτόμως ύπάρχ€ ι.
Ή μόν οΰν του ύττάρχβιν απάτη διά τούτων τε καί οΰτω γίγνεται μόνως (ον γάρ ην iv άλλω σχη-ματι του ύπάρχ€ΐν συλλογισμός), η δἐ του μη ΰπάρ-χ€ΐν ev τ€ τω πρώτον και iv τω μόσω σχηματι. ίο πρώτον οΰν €ΐπωμ€ν ποσαχώς iv τω πρώτω γιγ-νεται, και πώς βχουσών τών 7τροτάσ€ων.
Ενδέχεται μεν οΰν άμφοτόρων φευόών οΰσών, οΐον el το Α και τω Γ και τω Β ύπάpχeι άτόμως· iav γάρ ληφθη το μεν Α τω Γ μηάενί, το δ ἐ Γ παντι τω Β, ψευδείς αι προτάσεις·, ενδεχεται δε 15 και της ετερας ψενδοΰς οϋσης, και ταΰτης όποτερας ετυχεν. iγχωρeΐ γάρ την μεν Α Γ άληθη είναι, την δε ΓΒ ψευδή, την μεν Α Γ άληθη, ότι ου πασι τοΐς οΰσιν ύπαρχει το Α, την δε ΓΒ ψευδή οτι αδύνατον ύπάρχειν2 τω Β το Γ, ω μηδέν ι υπάρχει το Α* ου γάρ ότι άληθης εσται η ΑΓ πρότασις· 20 άμα δέ, el καί είσιν άμφότeρaι άληθεΐς, και το συμπέρασμα εσται άληθες. άλλά καί την ΓΒ ενδέχεται άληθη είναι της ετερας οΰσης ψευδούς, οιον el τό Β και iv τω Γ και iv τω Α ἐστίν * άνάγκη γάρ θάτερον υπό θάτερον είναι, ώστ αν λάβη τό Α μηδενι τω Γ ύπάρχειν, ψευδής εσται η πρότασις. 25 φανερόν οΰν ότι και της ετερας ψευδούς οΰσης και άμφοΐν εσται ψευδής ό συλλογισμός.
1 iv om. ABCd, Bekker.
2 υπάρχει Bekker.
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atomically both to C and to Β ; for when the same term is immediately predicated of more than one subject, neither of these latter terms will apply to the other. It makes no difference to the result if the relation (of A to C) is not atomic.
Thus erroneous affirmative attribution arises only from these causes and in these conditions (for we have seen α that a syllogism proving the (universal) affirmative relation occurs in no other figure) ; but erroneous negative attribution occurs in the second figure as well as in the first. Let us first state in how many forms it occurs in the first figure and how the premisses are related.
Error is possible (i) when both premisses are false, e.g., if A applies immediately to both C and Β ; for if A is assumed to apply to no C, and C to all B, the premisses will be false, (ii) It is possible when either premiss indifferently is false. For AC may be true and CB false : AC true because A does not apply to all things, and CB false because C cannot apply to Β when A applies to no C ; for the premiss AC will no longer be true, and moreover, if both premisses are true, the conclusion will also be tme. Again, CB may be true, the other premiss being false ; e.g., if Β is contained in both C and A. For one of these terms must be subordinate to the other b ; so that if we assume that A applies to no C, the premiss will be false. Thus it is evident that the syllogism will be false whether only one of the premisses is false or both are false.
° An. Pr. I. v-vi.
6 A to C ; in the other case A would apply to all C, and therefore by inference to B, whereas it applies immediately to B. In fact, as Ross points out, Λ and C might be coordinate and overlapping.
(2) Affirmative relation.
A. Syllogism in first figure.
(i) Both premisses false.
(ii) One premiss false.
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Ευ Βε τω μεσω σχήματι ολας μεν είναι τάς προτάσεις άμφοτερας φενΒεΐς ούκ ενΒεχεται (όταν γάρ το Α παντί τω Β υπάρχω, ουδἐν εσται λαβεῖν ο τω 30 μεν ετερω παντι θατερω δ* ούΒενι υπάρξει, Βει δ’ ουτω λαμβάνειν τας προτάσεις ώστε τω μεν υπάρ-χειν τω Βε μη ύπάρχειν, είπε ρ εσται συλλογισμός’ εΐ οΰν ουτω λαμβανόμεναι φευΒεΐς, Βηλον ως εναν-τίως άνάπαλιν εξουσι· τοΰτο δ* αδύνατον), επί τι δ’ εκατεραν ούΒεν κωλύει φευΒή είναι, οΐον ει τό Γ 35 και τω Α και τω Β τινι ύπάρχοΐ’ αν γάρ τω μεν Α παντι ληφθη ύπάρχον τω Βε Β μηΒενί, φευΒεΐς μεν άμφότεραι αι προτάσεις, ου μέντοι όλαι άλλ* επί τι. και άνάπαλιν Βε τεθεντος του στερητικού ώσαυτως. την Β9 ετεραν είναι φευΒη καί όποτερανοΰν εν-40 Βεχεται. ο γάρ υπάρχει τω Α παντί, και τω Β 80 b υπάρξει’ εάν οΰν ληφθη τω μεν Α δλω ύπάρχειν το Γ τω Βε Β δλω μη ύπάρχειν, η μεν ΓΑ άληθης εσται, η Βε ΓΒ φευΒής. πάλιν δ τω Β μηΒενι ύπάρχει ούΒε τω Α παντι ύπάρξει- ει γάρ τω Α, και τω Β· άλλ’ ούχ ύπηρχεν. εάν οΰν ληφθη το Γ 5 τω μεν Α δλω ύπάρχειν τω Βε Β μηΒενί, η μεν ΓΒ πρότασις άληθης, η δ’ ετερα φευΒης. ομοίως δἐ καί μετατεθεντός του στερητικού, δ γάρ μηΒενί ύπάρχει τω Α, ούΒε τω Β ούΒενι ύπάρξει· εάν οΰν ληφθη το Γ τω μεν Α δλω μη ύπάρχειν τω Βε Β δλω ύπάρχειν, η μεν Α Γ πρότασις άληθης εσται, 10 η ετερα Βε φευΒης. και πάλιν, δ παντι τω Β ύπάρχει, μηΒενι λαβεῖν τω Α ύπάρχον φεΰΒος. άν-άγκη γάρ, ει τω Β παντί, και τω Α τινι ύπάρχειν * 100
α For a valid syllogism the premisses must be either AaC,
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In the middle figure (i) it is impossible for both premisses to be wholly false ; for when A applies to all Β we shall not be able to find any term which will apply to all of the one and to none of the other, yet we must assume the premisses in such a way that the middle applies to one but not the other extreme term, if there is to be a syllogism. If, then, the premisses so assumed are false, clearly if their contraries are assumed the converse result should follow ; but this is impossible.® But (ii) there is no reason why both premisses should not be partly false ; e.g., supposing that C should apply to some of both A and Β ; for if it is assumed to apply to all A and to no B, both premisses will be false : not wholly, however, but partly. So too if the negative is posited in the other premiss, (iii) Either premiss singly may be (wholly) false. For that which applies to all A will also apply to Β ; then if C is assumed to apply to the whole of A but to be inapplicable to the whole of B, CA will be true, and CB false. Again, that which applies to no Β will not apply to all A ; for if it applies to A it Mill apply to B, which ex hypothesi it does not. Then if C is assumed to apply to the whole of A but to none of B, the premiss CB will be true, and the other will be false. Similarly too when the negative premiss is transposed ; for that which applies to no A will not apply to any B. Thus if C is assumed to be inapplicable to the whole of A, but to apply to the whole of B, the premiss AC will be true, and the other false. Again, it is false to assume that that which applies to all Β applies to no A ; for if it applies to all Β it must also apply to some
BeC or Aec, BaC ; and if both premisses are wholly false, either BeC, BaC or AaC, BeC must be true ; but neither pair is compatible with BaA.
B. Syllogism in second figure.
(i) Both premisses cannot be wholly false,
(ii) but may be partly false,
(iii) and one may be wholly false.
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εάν οΰν ληφθή τω μῖν Β παντι ύπαρχειν τό Γ τῷ 8ε Α μη8ενί, ή μεν ΓΒ αληθής εσται, ή 8ε ΓΑ φευ8ής.
15 Φανερού οΰν ότι καί άμφοτερων ούσών φευ8ών καί τής ετερας μόνον εσται συλλογισμός άπατη -τικός εν τοΐς άτομοις.
XVII.	Έν δἐ τοΐς μη άτόμως ύπάρχονσιν ή μη ύπάρχονσιν,1 όταν μεν δια του οικείου μέσου γίγ-νηται του φευόους 6 συλλογισμός, ούχ οΐόν τε άμφο-20 τέρας φευόεΐς είναι τάς προτάσεις, άλλα μόνον την προς τω μείζονι άκρω. (λέγω δ’ οίκεΐον μέσον δι* ου γίγνετα ι της άντι φάσεως 6 συλλογισμός.) υπ α ρ-χετω γαρ τό Α τω Β διά μέσου τού F. επει οΰν άνάγκη την ΓΒ καταφατικήν λαμβάνεσθαι συλλογισμού γιγνομενου, 8ήλον ότι άει αύτη εσται άλη-25 θής· ου γαρ άντιστρεφε ται. ή 8ε Α Γ φευ8ής* ταυτης γαρ άντιστρεφομενης ενάντιος γίγνεται ό συλλογισμός. ομοίως 8ε και ει εξ άλλης συστοιχίας Αηφθείη τό μέσον, οΐον τό Δ ει και εν τω Α όλω εστι και κατά τού Β κατηγορεΐται παντός- άνάγκη 30 γαρ τήν μεν ΔΒ πρότασιν μενειν, τήν δ* ετεραν άντιστρεφεσθαι, ώσθ’ ή μεν άει άληθής, ή δ* άει φευ8ής. και σχε8όν ή γε τοιαυτη άπατη ή αυτή εστι τή 8ιά τού οικείου μέσου, εάν 8ε μή διά τού οικείου μέσου γίγνηται ο συλλογισμός, όταν μεν υπό τό Α ή τό μέσον τω 8ε Β μη8ενι ύπάρχη, άνάγκη 35 φευ8εΐς είναι αμφοτερας. ληπτεαι γάρ εναντίως ή ως εχουσιν αι προτάσεις, ει μέλλει συλλογισμός εσεσθαΐ’ ουτω 8ε λαμβανομενών άμφότεραι γίγ-
1 η μη ύπάρχονσιν om. ΑΒη.
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A. Thus if C is assumed to apply to all Β but to no A, CB will be true and CA false.
Thus it is evident that in atomic propositions erroneous inference will be possible when both premisses are false and when only one is false.
XVII.	In non-atomic attribution, whether affirma- Error in re-tive or negative,® when the false conclusion is reached terni°niedi-by means of the proper middle term, it is not possible j-tjiy reia-for both premisses to be false, but only for the major (l)Affirma-premiss. (By “ proper ” middle I mean that by f|on.rela' which the contradictory 6 conclusion is reached.) Let A. First A apply to Β through C as middle term. Then since (ifinference the premiss BC must be assumed as affirmative to pro-duce a syllogism, clearly it must always be true ; for middle, it is not converted.0 But AC is false ; for it is upon the conversion of this that the contrary conclusion results. Similarly too supposing that the middle (ii) infer-term should be taken from another series of pre- Sddle^not dicates d ; e.g., if D is both wholly contained in A and Ρ™ΡβΓ but also predicated of all Β ; for the premiss DB must remain unchanged while the other is converted, so that the former is always true and the latter always false. Error of this kind is practically the same as that which is inferred by the proper middle. If, how- (iii) infer-ever, the syllogism is not effected by means of the fmpnlper™ proper middle, when the middle is subordinate to A middle, but applies to no B, both premisses must be false ; for the premisses must be assumed in the contrary sense if there is to be a syllogism, and vthen they are
e The latter is first considered at 81 a 15.
6 i.e. the true conclusion.
e i.e. changed in quality. Throughout this section άντι-στρέφςσθαι refers to qualitative change, not interchange of subject and predicate. CL An. Pr. 45 b 6, and II. viii-x.
d Non-essential attributes.
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νοντα ι φευδεΐς. olov el to μὲν Α ολω τω Α ύπ-άρχ€ι το δε Δ μηδενι των Β* άντιστραφεντων γάρ τούτων συλλογισμός τ’ εσται καί αΐ προτάσεις άμ-40 φότ€ραι φευδεΐς. όταν δε μη η υπό το Α τό μέσον, 81 a οΐον τό Α, η μεν ΑΑ άληθης εσται, ή δε ΔΒ φευδης. η μεν γάρ Α Α άληθης, ότι ου κ ην εν τω Α τό Α, ή δε ΔΒ φευδης, ότι εΐ ην άληθης, καν τό συμπέρασμα ην άληθες' άλλ9 ην φεϋδος.
5 Διά δε του μέσου σχήματος γιγνομενης της άπατης, άμφοτερας μεν ούκ ενδεχεται φευδεΐς είναι τάς προτάσεις όλας (όταν γάρ η τό Β υπό τό Α, ούδεν ενδεχεται τω μεν παντι τω δε μηδενι ύπάρ-χ€ΐν, καθάπερ ελεχθη και πρότερον), την ετεραν δ’ ΐϋ εγχωρεΐ, και όποτεραν ετυχεν. ει γάρ τό F και τω Α και τω Β υπάρχει, εάν ληφθη τω μεν Α ύπάρχειν τω δε Β μη ύπάρχειν, η μεν ΓΑ1 άληθης εσται, η δ’ ετερα φευδης. πάλιν δ’ ει τω μεν Β ληφθείη τό Γ ύπαρχον τω δε Α μηδενι, η μεν ΓΒ άληθης εσται, ή δ’ ετερα φευδης.
15 Έαυ μεν ουν στερητικός η της άπάτης 6 συλλογισμός, εΐρηται πότε και διά τίνων εσται ή άπατη* εάν δε καταφατικός, όταν μεν διά του οικείου μέσου, άδύνατον άμφοτερας είναι φευδεΐς* άνάγκη γάρ την ΓΒ μενειν, είπε ρ εσται συλλογισμός, 20 καθάπερ ελεχθη και πρότερον' ώστε η ΑΓ2 άει εσται φευδης, αυτή γάρ εστιν η άντιστρεφομενη. ομοίως δἐ και ει εξ άλλης συστοιχίας λαμβάνοιτο τό μέσον, ώσπερ ελεχθη και επι της στερητικής άπατης' άνάγκη γάρ την μεν ΔΒ μενειν την δ’
1 ΓΑ Mure, Ross : ΑΓ.	2 ΑΓ Mure, Ross : ΓΑ.
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so assumed, both become false : e.g., if Λ applies to the whole of D, and D applies to no Β ; for when these propositions are converted, there will be a syllogism and both premisses will be false. But when the middle term, e.g. D, is not subordinate to A, the premiss AD will be true and DB false. AD will be true because D was not contained in A ; DB will be false because if it had been true, the conclusion would have been true too ; whereas it is ex hypothesi false.
When the error arises in the middle figure, it is impossible that both premisses should be wholly false (for when Β is subordinate to A, nothing can apply to all of the one and to none of the other, as we observed above a), but one premiss, and that either one indifferently, may be false. For when C applies to both A and B, if it is assumed to apply to A but not to B, the premiss CA will be true, but the other will be false. Again, supposing that C is assumed as applying to B, but to no A, CB will be true but the other will be false.
Thus we have stated when and from what sort of premisses the error will arise if the erroneous conclusion is negative. If it is affirmative, when (i) it is reached through the proper middle term, it is impossible that both premisses should be false ; for the premiss CB must remain unchanged, if there is to be a syllogism, as we observed above.6 Hence AC will always be false ; for this is the premiss whose quality is converted. Similarly too (ii) supposing that the middle term is taken from another predicate-series, as we observed with reference to negative error c ; for DB must remain unchanged, and AD must be e 80 a 29.	6 80 b 23.	c 80 b 26.
B. Second figure. Either premiss may be false, but both cannot be wholly false.
(2) Negative relation. (First fissure.)
(i) Inference by the proper middle.
(ii) Inference by a middle not proper but valid.
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ΑΔ ο.ντιστρεφεσθαι, καί ή απάτη η αυτή τη πρό-25 τερον. όταν δε μη διά του οικείου, εάν μεν η το Δ υπό το Α, αντη μεν εσται αληθής, η ετερα δε ψευδής’ εγχωρεΐ γάρ το Α πλείοσιν ύπάρχειν α ονκ εστιν υπ* άλληλα. εάν δε μη η το Α υπό το Α, αντη μεν αει δήλον ότι εσται ψευδής (καταφατική γάρ λαμβάνεται), την δε ΔΒ1 ενδεχεται καί αληθή 30 είναι καί ψευδή· ούδεν γάρ κωλύει το μεν Α τω Δ μηδενι ύπάρχειν το δε Δ τω Β παντί, olov ζωον επιστήμη, επιστήμη δε μουσική, ούδ* αν μήτε το Α μηδενι των Δ μήτε το Δ μηδενι των2 Β. [φανερόν ονν οτι μη οντος τον μέσον υπό το Α και άμφοτερας εγχωρεΐ ψευδείς είναι και όποτεραν ετυχεν.Υ
35 Ποσαχώ? μεν οΰν και διά τίνων εγχωρεΐ γίγνεσθαι τάς κατά συλλογισμόν άπατας εν τε τοΐς άμεσοις και εν τοΐς δι’ άποδείξεως, φανερόν.
XVIII.	Φανερού δε και οτι, ει τις αΐσθησις εκ-λελοιπεν, ανάγκη και επιστήμην τινα εκλελοιπεναι, 40 ήν αδύνατον λαβεΐν, ειπερ μανθάνομεν ή επαγωγή 81 b ή αποδείξει, εστι δ* ή μεν άπόδειξις εκ των καθόλου ή δ’ επαγωγή εκ των κατά μέρος, αδύνατον δε τα καθόλου θεωρήσαι μή δι επαγωγής (επει και τα εξ άφαιρεσεως λεγάμενα εσται δι* επαγωγής γνώριμα ποιεΐν, οτι υπάρχει εκάστω γενει ενια, και ει μή
1 ΒΔ Bekker.
2	τω ΛΒ, Bekker.
3	φανίρόν . . . €τυχ€ν sed. Ross.
α Ross points out that this case (in which if the false premiss is corrected a valid though unscientific syllogism is obtained) does not belong under (iii) but is identical with that already mentioned under (ii).
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converted in quality, and the error is the same as before. But when (iii) the conclusion is not reached through the proper middle term, if D is subordinate to A, thispremiss will be true,and the other false,since A may apply to two or more terms which are not subordinate to one another; but if D is not subordinate to A, clearly this premiss will always be false (since it is assumed as affirmative), whereas DB may be true a or false ; for there is no reason why Λ should not apply to no D, and D to all Β (as e.g., “ animal ” applies to no “ science,” but “ science ” to all “ music ”), nor why A should not apply to no D and D to no B. [Thus it is evident that when the middle term is not subordinate to A not only both premisses but either indifferently may be false.] b
Thus it is evident in how many ways and by what sort of premisses syllogistic error may occur both in immediate attribution and in demonstrative attribution.
XVIII.	It is evident also that if any sense-faculty has been lost, some knowledge must be irrevocably lost with it ; since we learn either by induction or by demonstration. Now demonstration proceeds from universals and induction from particulars ; but it is impossible to gain a view of universals except through induction (since even what we call abstractions c can only be grasped by induction, because, although they cannot exist in separation, some of them inhere in each class of objects, in so far as each class has
6 This sentence is unlikely to be Aristotelian (since if D is not subordinate to Λ the major premiss must be false) and Philoponus ignores it. It is probably a rash observation by an early “ editor.”
c τα άφαφέσεως generally means “ mathematical abstractions,” e.g., continuity or dimension {cf. Met. 1061 a 28); possibly here the sense is wider.
(iii) Inference by an improper middle.
Lack of a sense-faculty as cause of ignorance.
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5 χωριστά εστιν, fj τοιονδι έκαστον), επαχθήναι δε μη έχοντας αΐσθησιν αδύνατον, των γάρ καθ* έκαστον η αΐσθησις· ου γάρ ενδεχεται Λαβεῖν αυτών την επιστήμην* ούτε γάρ εκ των καθόλου άνευ επαγωγής, ούτε δι* επαγωγής άνευ τής αίσθήσεως.
10 XIX. ’Έστι δε πας συλλογισμός διά τριών ορών, και ά μεν δεικνύναι δυνάμενος ότι υπάρχει το Α τῷ Γ διά το ύπάρχειν τω Β και τούτο τω Γ, 6 δἐ στερητικός, την μεν ετεραν πρότασιν εχων οτ ι υπάρχει τι άλλο άλλω, την δ’ ετεραν οτι ούχ υπάρχει, φανερόν 15 οΰν ότι αι μεν άρχαι και αι λεγόμεναι υποθέσεις αΰταί είσι· λαβόντα γάρ ταϋτα ούτως ανάγκη δεικ-νυναι, οΐον ότι τό Α τω Γ υπάρχει διά τοΰ Β, πάλιν δ’ ότι τό Α τω Β δι’ άλλου μέσου, και ότι τό Β τῷ Γ ωσαύτως, κατά μεν οΰν δόξαν συλλογιζομενοις και μόνον διαλεκτικώς δήλον ότι τούτο μόνον σκε-20 πτεον, ει εξ ών ενδεχεται ενδοξοτάτων γίγνεται 6 συλλογισμός, ώστ* ει και μη εστι τι τῇ αλήθεια τών ΑΒ μέσον, δοκεΐ δε είναι, 6 διά τούτου συλλογι-ζόμενος συλλελόγισται διαλεκτικώς · προς δ* αλήθειαν εκ τών υπαρχόντων δει σκοπειν. εχει δ’ ούτως* επειδή ἐστιν ο αυτό μεν κατ* άλλου κατηγορεΐται 25 μη κατά συμβεβηκός—λέγω δε τό κατά συμβεβη-κός οΐον τό λευκόν ποτ εκεΐνό φαμεν είναι άνθρωπον, ούχ ομοίως λεγοντες και τον άνθρωπον λευκόν* ό μεν γάρ ούχ ετερόν τι ών λευκόν εστι, τό δε λευκόν ότι συμβεβηκε τω άνθρώπω είναι λευκώ— 108
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a determinate nature) ; and we cannot employ induction if we lack sense-perception, because it is sense-perception that apprehends particulars. It is impossible to gain scientific knowledge of them, since they can neither be apprehended from universals without induction, nor through induction apart from sense-perception.
XIX.	Every syllogism is effected by means of three in demonterms. One kind has the effect of proving that A applies to C because A applies to Β and Β to C ; the expresstme other is negative, and has for one premiss the affirmative and for the other the negative attribution of one term to another. It is evident, then, that these are the starting-points and so-called hypotheses (of syllogism) ; for it is by assuming them in this way that one must effect ones proof, e.g., that Λ applies by means of Β to C, and again that A applies to Β through some other term as middle, and similarly that Β applies to C. Now if we are arguing with a view to plausibility. i.e., only dialectically, clearly we need only consider whether the conclusion proceeds from premisses which are as widely as possible accepted ; so that although a given term is not really the middle between A and B, provided that it is accepted as such, if we draw our inference through it the inference is dialectically sound. But if our object is truth, we must base our investigation on the actual facts. Now Some terms the position is this. There are terms which are pre- afiyiub-41* dicable of something else not accidentally—by “acci- jects; dentally ” I mean as we sometimes say “ that white essentially (thing) is a man,” which is not the same as saying attributes. “ the man is white,” since a man is not a white thing because he is something else, but the white (thing) is a man because it is an accident of the man to be
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εστιν ούν ενια τοιαΰτα ώστε καθ’ αυτά κατηγορεΐ-30 σθαι. έστω δη τό Γ τοιουτον ὀ αάτό μεν μηκέτι υπάρχει άλλω, τούτω δέ τό Β πρώτω, καί ονκ εστιν άλλο μεταξύ* και πάλιν το E τω Ζ ωσαύτως, καί τούτο τῷ Β. <χνὶ οὐν τούτο ανάγκη στήναι, ἡ ενδέχεται εις άπειρον ιέναι; και πάλιν ει τοΰ μεν Α μηδέν κατηγορεΐται καθ' αύτδ τδ δε Α τω Θ 35 υπάρχει πρωτιό, μεταξύ δε μηδενι προτέρω, και το Θ τω H, και τούτο τω Β, άρα καί τούτο ΐστασθαι ανάγκη, η και τούτ’ ενδέξεται εις άπειρον ιέναι; διαφέρει δε τούτο τού πρότερον τοσούτον, οτ ι το μέν εστιν, άρα ενδέχεται άρξαμένω από τοιούτου ο 40 μηδενι υπάρχει ετέρω άλλ' άλλο έκείνω, επί τό άνω εις άπειρον Ιέναι, θάτερον δε άρξάμενον από 82 a τοιούτου ο αυτό μέν άλλου εκείνου δε μηδέν κατη-γορεΐται, επί τό κάτω σκοπειν ει ενδέχεται εις άπειρον ιέναι. ετι τα μεταξύ άρ' ενδέχεται άπειρα είναι ώρισμένων των άκρων; λέγω δ’ οΐον ει τό Α 5 τω Γ υπάρχει, μέσον δ* αυτών τό Β, τού δέ Β και τοΰ Α έτερα, τούτων δ’ άλλα, άρα και ταύτα εις άπειρον ενδέχεται Ιέναι, η αδύνατον; έστι δέ τούτο σκοπειν ταύτό και ει αι αποδείξεις εις άπειρον έρχονται, και ει εστιν άπόδειξις άπαντος, η προς άλληλα περαίνεται. ομοίως δέ λέγω και επί των 10 στερητικών συλλογισμών και προτάσεων, οΐον εί τό Α μη υπάρχει τω Β μηδενι, ήτοι πρώτω, ή έσται τι μεταξύ ω προτέρω ούχ υπάρχει (οΐον ει τω1 H, 1 τφ Α2η : το ΑΒά. * 110
α The distinction which Aristotle is drawing between natural subjects and natural attributes is partly obscured in Greek by the substantival use of the neuter adjective. What he seems to mean here is that “ white ” is not really the sub-
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white °—, some things, then, are such that they are of Can predi-their own nature predicable. Let C be such that it an infinite does not further apply to any other term, but Β applies attributes°f directly to C, and there is no other term mediating upwards between them. Again, let E apply in the same way to S££isUb-F, and F to B. Is there then any necessary limit to this series, or may it proceed to infinity ? Again, if downwards nothing is of itself predicable of A, but A applies auSbuteXed directly to H and to no intermediate term first, and H applies to G and G to B, must this series too come to an end, or may it too proceed to infinity ? The latter question differs from the former in that the first asks “ Is it possible, if we start from a term such that it applies to nothing else, but something else applies to it, to proceed to infinity in the upward direction ? ” and the latter asks whether, if we start from a term such that it is itself predicable of something else, but nothing is predicable of it, we can proceed to infinity in the downward direction. Fur- (3)byjjnter-ther, can the intermediate terms be infinite in number tween°flxed" when the extremes are definite ? I mean, e.g., if A extremes? applies to C, and Β is their middle term, and other terms are predicable of Β and A, and again other :	terms are predicable of these, can these too proceed to
infinity, or is this impossible ? To inquire into this is the same as to inquire whether demonstrations form an infinite series, i.e., whether there is a demonstration of everything, or the extremes are limited in relation one to the other. Similarly too in the case of negative syll°gisms and premisses ; e.g., if A applies to no B, either it does so directly, or there will be some intermediate term, e.g., G, to which it first does not apply,
ject of which “ man ” is predicated, but an accidental attribute of that subject.
Ill
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ο τω Β ύπαρχε ι παντί) καί πάλιν τούτου ετι άλλω προτέρω, οἷον ει τω1 Θ, ο τω H παντί υπάρχει, και γάρ επί τούτων η άπειρα οΐς υπάρχει προτέροις η ΐσταται.
15 Επὶ δε των άντιστρεφόντων ούχ ομοίως έχει. ου γάρ εστιν εν τοΐς άντικατηγορουμένοις2 ου πρώτου κατηγορεΐται η τελευταίου· πάντα γάρ προς πάντα ταύτη γε ομοίως εχει, είτ εστιν άπειρα τά κατ* αύτοΰ κατηγορούμενα είτ* άμφότερά ἐστι τα άπορη-θεντα άπειρα* πλην ει μη ομοίως ενδεχεται άντι-20 στρεφειν, άλλα το μεν ως συμβεβηκος το δ* ώς κατηγορίαν.
XX.	'Ότι μεν ούν τα μεταξύ ούκ ενδέχεται άπειρα είναι, ει επι το κάτω και το άνω ΐστανται αι κατηγορίαι, δηλον (λέγω δ* άνω μεν την επι το καθόλου μάλλον, κάτω δε την επι το κατά μέρος). 25 ει γάρ του Α κατηγορουμένου κατά του Ζ άπειρα τά μεταξύ, έφ* ών Β, δηλον οτι ένδέχοιά αν ώστε καί άπό του Α επί το κάτω έτερον ετέρου κατη-γορεισθαι είς άπειρον (πριν γάρ επί το Ζ έλθεΐν άπειρα τά μεταξύ) καί άπο του Ζ επί το άνω άπειρα πριν επί τό Α έλθεΐν ώστ ει ταυτα αδύνατα, 30 καί του Α καί Ζ άδύνατον άπειρα είναι μεταξύ.
1 τω Α2η : τό ABd.
2 κατήγορονμ4νοις A1Bd. * 112
“In the sense that predicate and subject are strictly interchangeable.
6 i.e., additional attributes or additional subjects. In this case, however, the distinction is meaningless, because (the
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but which applies to all Β ; and again some other term prior to G, e.g., H, to which A does not apply, but which applies to all G. In this case too either the intermediate terms to which A is more directly related in attribution are infinite in number, or the series has a limit.
If the premisses are convertible,® hovrever, the ifsubject conditions are not the same. Where the terms are cate ar?1' reciprocally predicable there is none of which another inter-is primarily or ultimately predicated, since in this there is no respect all are similarly related, whether the terms serie8· predicated of the subject are infinite in number or both classes b about which we expressed uncertainty are infinite in number. The only exception is if the terms are not convertible in the same way, but one only accidentally and the other as a true predicate.®
XX. It is obvious that the intermediate terms can- Between not be infinite in number if there is an upward and a extremes downward limit to predication (by “ upward ” I mean	no
in the direction of the universal, and by “ downward ” chain in in that of the particular). For if when A is predicated p^Tcation. of F the intermediate terms—Β—are infinite in number, clearly it would be possible both starting from A to predicate one term of another in the downward direction to infinity (since the intermediate terms before one reaches F are infinite in number), and starting from F to predicate to infinity in the upward direction before one reaches A. Thus if these results are impossible, it is also impossible that there should be infinitely many intermediate terms between A and
terms being mutually predicable of one another) none is either subject or attribute more than another. Such terms (e.g., properties of a species) form α circle, not a series, of predication.
c Cf. 81b 25-29.
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ουδέ γαρ ει τις λέγοι οτι τα μεν ἐστι των ΑΒΖ1 έχόμενα άλληλων ώστε μη είναι μεταξύ, τὰ δ’ ούκ εστι λαβεΐν, ούδέν διαφέρει, ο γαρ αν λάβω των Β, έσται προς το Α η προς το Ζ η άπειρα τα μετάξι) η ου. άφ' ου δη πρώτον άπειρα, εΐτ' ευθύς 35 είτε μη ευθύς, ούδέν διαφέρει· τα γαρ μετά ταΰτα άπειρα εστιν.
XXI. Φανερού δἐ και επι της στερητικής άπο-δείξεως οτι στήσεται, εϊπερ επϊ της κατηγορικης ισταται επ'* άμφότερα. έστω γαρ μη ενδεχόμενον μΎ)τε επι τό άνω από του ύστατου εις άπειρον Ιέναι 82 b (λέγω δ’ ύστατον ο αυτό μεν άλλω μηδενι υπάρχει, εκείνω δε άλλο, οΐον τό Ζ) μύ]τε από του πρώτου επι τό ύστατον (λέγω δε πρώτον ο αυτό μεν κατ άλλου, κατ' εκείνου δε μηδέν άλλο), ει δη ταύτ ἐστι, και επι της άποφάσεως στήσεται. τριχώς γαρ 5 δείκνυται μη ύπάρχον. η γαρ φ μεν τό Γ, τό Β υπάρχει παντί, ω δε τό Β, ούδενι τό Α. τοϋ μεν τοίνυν Β Γ, και αει τοϋ ετέρου διαστήματος, ανάγκη βαδίζειν εις άμεσα· κατηγορικόν γαρ τούτο τό διάστημα, τό δ’ έτερον δηλον οτι ει άλλω ούχ υπάρχει προτέρω, οΐον τω Α, τούτο δεησει τω Β 10 παντι ύπάρχειν και ει πάλιν άλλω τού Δ προτέρω ούχ υπάρχει, εκείνο δεησει τω Δ παντι ύπάρχειν 1 ΑΒΖ Waitz : ΑΒΓ ABdn : ΑΒ Μ, Bekker.
α Sc., from Α or F.
b The argument is : A negative conclusion can be proved in each of the three figures. In any example (Aristotle gives one in each figure, viz. Celarent, Camestres and Bocardo) (1) we cannot assume an infinitive number of middles between 114
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F. Nor does it affect the case supposing that it be said that some of the terms in the series AB . . . F are contiguous, so that there can be no intermediates between them, and that others cannot be grasped at all; for \vhatever Β we take, the intermediates in the direction of either A or F will either be infinite in number or not. It makes no difference where the infinite series first starts, whether immediately a or not ; the rest of the terms are infinite in number.
XXI.	If there is a limit to the series in both direc- if affirmations in affirmative demonstration, evidently there citio^must will be a limit in negative demonstrations also. Let have limits, it be impossible to continue to infinity either upwards negative, from the last term (by “ last term ” I mean that which applies to no other term, whereas some other term, e.g., F, applies to it) or from the first term towards the last (by “ first term ” I mean that which is predicable of another but has no other term predicated of it).
If these conditions obtain, there will be a limit in negation too. There are three ways in which one term can be proved not to apply to another.b (1) Β Proof in the applies to all that to which C applies, but A to none flrst figure· of that to which Β applies. Now in the premiss BC, and generally in the minor premiss, we must reach immediate propositions, because this premiss is affirmative. As for the other term,0 clearly if it is inapplicable to another prior term, e.g., D, this term will have to apply to all B. Again, if it is inapplicable to another term prior to D, that term will have to
the terms of an affirmative premiss ; (2) mediation of a negative premiss always gives two new premisses, one affirmative and one negative ; since the former are limited in number, the latter must be too.
e Viz. A. BeA is proved by DeA and BaD ; and similarly with DeA.
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ώστ επει η επι τό άνω1 ΐσταται οδός-, καί η επι τό Α2 στησεται, καί εσται τί ττρώτον ω ούχ ύπάρχει.
Πάλιν el τό μῖν Β τταντί τω Α τω Βε Γ μηΒενί, τό Α των3 Γ ούΒενι υπάρχει, πάλιν τούτο ει δεῖ δεῖ-15 ξαι, δῆλον οτι η Βία τον άνω τρόπον Βειχθησεται η Βία τούτου η διά του τρίτου. 6 μεν οΰν πρώτος εΐρηται, ό Βε Βεύτερος Βειχθησεται. οὔτω δ* * αν Βεικνύοι, οΐον οτι τό Δ τω μεν Β παντι υπάρχει τω Βε Γ ούΒενι, ει ανάγκη ύπάρχειν τι τω Β. και πάλιν ει τούτο τω Γ μη υπάρξει, άλλο τω Δ 20 υπάρχει, ο τω Γ ούχ υπάρχει, ούκοϋν επει τό ύπάρχειν αει τω ανωτέρω ΐσταται, στησεται και τό μη ύπάρχειν.
Ό Βε τρίτος τρόπος ην ει τό μεν Α τω Β παντι ύπάρχει, τό Βε Γ μη ύπάρχει, ου παντι ύπάρχει τό Γ ω τό Α. πάλιν Βε τούτο η Βία των άνω εί-25 ρημενών η ομοίως Βειχθησεται. εκείνως μεν Βη ίσταται· ει δ’ οϋτω, πάλιν λήφεται τό Β τω E ύπάρχειν, ω τό Τ μη παντι ύπάρχει. και τούτο πάλιν ομοίως, επει δ’ ύπόκειται ΐστασθαι και επι τό κάτω, Βηλον οτι στησεται και τό Γ ούχ ύπάρχον.
Φανερόν δ’ οτι και εάν μη μια όΒω Βεικνύηται 30 άλλα πάσαις, ότε μεν εκ τοΰ πρώτου σχήματος ότε
1 κάτω fecit η, Bekker.
2 Α η1, Ross : Δ ABd : άνω η2.	3 τω D.
0 The required sense is fairly clear, and Ross’s readings, which I have adopted, are at least compatible with it; but the text is barely convincing.
b Not the conclusion, but the negative premiss CeB. c i.e., by the first, second or third figure.
* As before, not only a negative but an affirmative premiss
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apply to all D. Thus since the upward (affirmative) process is limited, the (negative) process towards A will be limited too,® and there will be some first term to which A does not apply.
(2)	If Β applies to all A but to πο C, A applies to no C. If it is now required to prove this,6 clearly the proof will either be by the method described above, or by the present method, or by the third.0 The first has been stated already ; the second will be proved now. The proof will be as follows : D applies to all B, but to no C (since some predicate must apply to B).d Again, since D is not to apply to C, some other term which does not apply to C applies to D. Thus since the affirmative series of attribution is limited in the upward direction, the negative series will also be limited.
(3)	The third case is, as we have seene; if A applies and C does not apply to all B, C does not apply to all that to which A applies. This / again can be proved either by the foregoing methods or by a similar one. In the former case the series is clearly limited ; in the latter we shall assume this time that Β applies to E, to not all of which C applies ; and this again will be proved similarly. Since we have assumed that there is a downward limit also/ clearly there will be a limit to the non-attribution of C.
It is evident that even if the proof is not effected by one method but by all three—now by the first
must be interpolated. Ross’s interpretation “ if in fact there is any particular term D that necessarily belongs to Β ” seems improbable.
* If this is the meaning here of the “ philosophical imperfect,” the reference is presumably to the discussion of the third figure in An, Pr. I. vi.
1 The negative premiss BoC.	0 82 a 37.
Proof in the
second
figure.
Proof in the third figure.
If all three figures are used, the result is the same.
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8ε εκ τον 8ευτερου η τρίτον, ότι και ουτω στήσεταί' πεπερασμεναι γάρ εϊσιν αι ό8οί, τά 8ε πεπερασμένα πεπερασμενάκις ανάγκη πεπέρανθαι πάντα.
Ότι μῖν ουυ ἐπι τῆ? στερησεως, εϊπερ καί. ἐττι 35 τον ύπαρχειν, ισταται, δῆλον otl δ’ ὲν* ἐκείνων, λογικώς μεν θεωροϋσιν ώ8ε φανερόν.
XXII.	’Em μεν ονν των iv τω τί ἐστι κατηγορουμένων δῆλον ει γάρ εστιν όρίσασθαι η el γνωστόν το τί ην είναι, τα 8* άπειρα μη εστι δι-
83	a ελθεΐν, ανάγκη πεπεράνθαι τα iv τω τί ἐστι κατ-
ηγορούμενα. καθόλον 8ε ὧδε λέγω μεν. εστι γάρ είπεΐν άληθώς τό λευκόν βα8ίζειν καί τό μέγα εκεΐνο ξύλον είναι, καί πάλιν τό ξύλον μέγα είναι καί τον άνθρωπον βαδίζειν. ετερόν 8η ἐστι τό 5 όντως είπεΐν καί τό εκείνως. όταν μεν γάρ τό λευκόν είναι φω ξύλον, τότε λέγω ότι ω συμβεβηκε λενκω είναι ξύλον ἐστίν, άλλ’ ούχ ως τό υποκείμενον τω ξύλω τό λευκόν εστι4 καί γάρ ούτε λευκόν ον ούθ* όπερ λευκόν τι ἐγίνετο ξύλον, ωστ ούκ εστιν άλλ’ η κατά σνμβεβηκός. όταν 8ε τό ξύλον ίο λευκόν είναι φω, ούχ ότι ετερόν τί εστι λευκόν, εκείνω δἐ συμβεβηκε ξύλω είναι, οιον όταν τον μουσικόν λευκόν είναι φω (τότε γάρ ότι ο άνθρωπος λευκός εστιν, ω συμβεβηκεν είναι μουσικω, λέγω), άλλά τό ξύλον εστι τό υποκείμενον, όπερ καί εγε-νετο, ούχ ετερόν τι ον η όπερ ξύλον η ξύλον τί. ει
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figure, now by the second or third—even so the series will be limited ; for the methods are finite in number, and the product of a finite number of things taken in a finite number of ways must always be finite.
Thus it is clear that there is a limit to the series of negative attribution, if there is a limit in affirmative attribution also. That there is one in the latter case will be apparent in the light of the following dialectical argument.
XXII. In the case of predicates which form part of the essence, it is obvious (that there is a limit) ; since if definition is possible, i.e., if the essential nature is knowable, and things infinite in number cannot be exhausted, the predicates which form part of the essence must be limited in number. But we can treat the question generally as follows. It is possible to state truly “ the white (object) walks ” and “ that large thing is wood ” and again “ the (piece of) wood is large ” and “ the man walks.”® The two latter statements are quite different from the two former. When I say “ the white thing is wood ” I mean that the subject of which whiteness is an accident is wood, not that whiteness is the substrate in which the wood inheres ; for it was not qua white or qua a particular kind of white that the white thing became wood, and so it is wood only accidentally. But when I say “ the wood is white,” I do not mean that something else is white, and that it is an accident of that something else to be wood, as when I say “ the cultured (person) is white ” ; for then I mean that the man, of whom it is an accident to be cultured, is white ; but the wood is the substrate, which actually became white, not qua anything else, but qua wood in general or a par-
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Now to prove that affirmative predication has a limit.
Predication. Essential attributes must be limited.
Predication proper distinguished from accidental predication.
ARISTOTLE
15 δη δεῖ νομοθετήσαι, έστω τό οὑτω Λὲνειν κατηγορέω, το δ' εκείνως ήτοι μηδαμώς κατηγορέω, η κατηγορέω μεν μη απλώς, κατά συμβεβηκός δε κατηγορέω, εστι δ’ ως μΛν τδ λευκόν τό κατηγορούμενον, ως δε τό ξύλον τό ου κατηγορεΐται. ύιτοκείσθω δη τό κατηγορούμενον κατηγορεΐσθαι 20 αει, ου κατηγορεΐται, απλώς, άλλα μη κατά συμβεβηκός · ούτω γάρ αι άποδείξεις άποδεικνύουσω. ώστε η εν τω τί έστω η ότι ποών η ποσον η προς τι η ποιοϋν η πάσχον η πού η ποτε, όταν εν καθ* ενός κατηγορηθη.
’Έτι τα μεν ουσίαν σημαίνοντα όπερ εκείνο η 25 όπερ εκείνο τι σημαίνει καθ' ου κατηγορεΐται* όσα δε μη ουσίαν σημαίνει, άλλα κατ’ άλλου υποκείμενου λεγεται ο μη εστι μήτε όπερ εκείνο μήτε όπερ εκείνο τι, συμβεβηκότα, οιον κατά του άνθρώ-7του τό λευκόν, ου γάρ έστω ο άνθρωπος ούτε 30 όπερ λευκόν ούτε όπερ λευκόν τι, άλλα ζώον ίσως· 07τε ρ γάρ ζώόν εστιν ό άνθρωπος. όσα δε μη ουσίαν σημαίνει, δει κατά τινος υποκείμενου κατη-γορεΐσθαι, και μη είναι τι λευκόν ο ούχ ετερόν τι ον λευκόν έστω, τα γάρ είδη γαιρετω' τερετισ-ματά τε γάρ εστι, και ει έστω, ούδεν προς τον 35 λόγον εστιν αι γάρ άποδείξεις περί τών toio0tojv είσίν. * 6
α Here, as often, the categories of “ position ” and “ state ” are omitted (for the full list see Cat. 1 b 25). In any case completeness is unnecessary since the distinction is between essential and non-essential attributes.
6 In the sense of non-essential attributes.
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ticular piece of wood. Thus if we are to lay down a general rule, let us call the latter kind of assertion predication, and the former kind either not predication at all, or predication not in an unqualified but in an accidental sense. The predicate corresponds to “ white ” in the example, and the subject to “ wood.”
Let us assume, then, that the predicate is predicated of the subject, not accidentally but always without qualification, for that is how demonstrations conduct their proofs. Then, when one term is predicated of another, that which is stated is either part of the essence, or quality, quantity, relation, activity, passivity, place or time.®
Further, predicates which denote essence indicate Non-essen-tliat the subject is identical Avith the predicate or with cStes re^ some part of the predicate ; but those which do not quire a subdenote essence, but are stated of some other sub- o\v-n.° e ject, which is identical neither with the predicate nor with some part of the predicate, indicate accidents,6 as e.g., “ white ” is predicated of “ man ” ; man is identical neither with “ white ” nor with some particular form of “ white ” ; but he is presumably an animal ; for man is identical with a particular kind of animal. Predicates which do not denote essence must be predicated of some subject; a thing cannot be white unless it is something else first. The Forms may be dismissed—they are mere prattle c; and even if they exist, they are irrelevant, because demonstrations are concerned only with such predicates as we have described.
e In view of Aristotle’s debt to the Platonic Forms, it is ungenerous of him to describe the theory by a word which in Greek suggests the twittering of birds or a person’s aimless humming. No doubt his indignation is roused by the thought of Forms as self-subsistent attributes.
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’Έτι el μη ἐστι τάδε τουδε1 ττοιότης κάκεΐνο τούτου, μηδε ποιότητος ποιότης, αδύνατον άντι-κατηγορεΐσθαι άλλήλων όντως, άλλ’ αληθές μεν ενδεχεται είπεΐν, άντικατηγορησαι δ' αληθώς ονκ 83 b ενδεγεται. η γάρ τοι ως ουσία κατηγορηθησεται, οϊον η γένος ον η διαφορά τοΰ κατηγορουμένου, ταΰτα δε δεδεικται ότι ονκ εσται άπειρα, οὑτ’ επί το κάτω οντ’ επί το άνω (οΐον άνθρωπος δίπουν, τοΰτο ζωον, τοΰτο δ’ ετερον' οἶ)δἐ το ζωον κατ* 5 ανθρώπου, τοΰτο δε κατά Καλλίου, τοΰτο δε κατ* άλλον εν τω τί ἐστιν), την μεν γάρ ουσίαν άπασαν εστιν ορίσασθαι την τοιαύτην, τα 8’ άπειρα ούκ εστι διεξελθεΐν νοοΰντα. ώστ* ούτ επι το άνω ούτ' επι τδ κάτω άπειρα· εκείνην γάρ ονκ εστιν ορίσασθαι, ης τά άπειρα κατηγορεΐται. ως μεν δη γένη ίο άλληλων ονκ άντικατηγορηθησεταί' εσται γάρ αυτά οπερ αυτό τι. ούδε μην τοΰ ποιοΰ η των άλλων ούδεν, αν μη κατά συμβεβηκος κατηγορηθη- πάντα γάρ ταΰτα σνμβεβηκε και κατά των ουσιών κατ-ηγορεΐται. αλλά δη οτι οΰδ’ εις το άνω άπειρα εσται* εκάστον γάρ κατηγορεΐται ο αν σημαίνη η 15 ποιόν τι η ποσόν τι η τι τών τοιούτων η τά εν τη ουσία' ταΰτα δε πεπερανται, και τά γένη τών κατηγοριών πεπερανταί' η γάρ ποιον η ποσον η πρός τι η ποιοΰν η πάσχον η πού η ποτε.
1 τάδε τονδε η, Philoponus : τοΰτο του81 ABd.
α Sc., “ and the downward limit is the individual.”
6 If X = part of Y, and Y = part of X, each will be identical with part of (part of) itself.
c 82 b 37.
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Further, if it is not possible both for X to be a rredieation quality of Y and vice versa, i.e., if there cannot be a Son^recipro-quality of a quality, X and Y cannot be predicated eating, reciprocally in the way in which we have laid down.
It may be true to state one of the other, but the reciprocating statement cannot be true. For (1) the predicate may be stated as substance, i.e., the genus or differentia of the subject. (It has been shown that predication of this kind cannot proceed to infinity either upwards or downwards—e.g., man is biped, biped is animal, animal is something else ; or animal is predicated of man, man of Callias, and Callias of something else which is part of the essence—for every substance of this sort can be defined, but it is impossible to exhaust in thought an infinite series.
Hence the series cannot be infinite either upAvards or downwards, for we cannot define a substance of which an infinite number of terms is predicated.0) Then they cannot be predicated as genera of each other, for then a thing will be identical with a particular part of itself.b (2) Nor can anything be predicated reciprocally of quality or any of the other categories, except accidentally ; for all these are attributes and are predicable only of substances. As for the proof that the series will not be infinite in the upper direction, at every step the predicate denotes either quality or quantity or one of the other categories, or else the elements in the essence. But the latter arc limited in number,c and so are the kinds of categories, viz., quality, quantity, relation, activity, passivity, place and time.rf
d Cf. 83 a 21. That even the full list of ten categories is exhaustive is nowhere proved, nor indeed is it capable of proof.
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'Ύπόκειται δἐ εν καθ' ενός κατηγορεΐσθαι, αυτά 8έ αυτών, οσα μη τί ἐστι, μη κατηγορεΐσθαι. σνμ-20 βεβηκότα γάρ ἐστι πάντα, άλλα τα μεν καθ' αυτά, τα 8έ καθ' έτερον τρόπον ταϋτα δἐ πάντα καθ' υποκείμενον τινός κατηγορεΐσθαί φαμεν, τό δἐ σνμ-βεβηκός ούκ είναι υποκείμενόν τι* οόδἐν γάρ των τοιούτων τίθεμεν είναι ο ούχ έτερόν τι ον λέγεται ο λέγεται, άλλ' αυτό άλλον και άλλ' άττα καθ' 25 ετέρου, οΰτ εις τό άνω άρα εν καθ' ενός οΰτ εις τό κάτω ύπάρχειν λεχθήσεται. καθ' ών μεν γάρ λέγεται τά συμβεβηκότα, όσα εν τη ουσία έκάστον ταϋτα 8έ ούκ άπειρα· άνω 8έ ταΰτά τε καί τά συμ-βεβηκότ α, άμφότερα ούκ άπειρα. ανάγκη άρα είναι τι ου πρώτον τι κατηγορεΐται καί τούτου 30 άλλο, και τούτο ΐστασθαι καί είναι τι ο ούκέτι ούτε κατ' άλλον προτέρου ούτε κατ' εκείνου άλλο πρότερον κατηγορεΐται.
Ει? μεν οΰν τρόπος λέγεται άποόείξεως οΰτος, ετι 8' άλλος, ει ών πρότερα άττα κατηγορεΐται, έστι τούτων άπό8ειξις, ών 8' ἐστιν άπό8ειξις, ούτε 35 βέλτιον έχειν εγχωρεΐ προς αύτά του ε18έναι, οϋτ' εί8έναι άνευ άπο8είξεως, ει 8ε τό8ε 8ιά τών8ε γνώ-
° Definitory predicates are (in a sense at least) convertible with their subjects.
b i.e., as a subject. Mure and Ross seem to be mistaken in taking τοιουτων as referring to συμβεβηκότα.
c Cf. 82 b 37, 83 b 15.
d CL 83 b 13.
€ Predication is limited at one end by the individual substance, at the other by the highest genus or category.
1 i.e., premisses which depend upon other premisses.
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We have now established that in predication one Recapituia-predicate is asserted of one subject, and that pre- jngtoea dicates (except those which denote essence a) are not predicated of one another. They are all attributes, some per se and others in a different sense ; but we hold that they are all predicated of some subject, whereas an attribute is not a kind of subject; because we do not regard as such b anything which is not something else distinct from the statement which is made about it, but is merely stated of some other term, while other attributes are predicated of a different subject. It follows that the assertion of a first dia-single predicate of a single subject cannot form an p^ff1 infinite series either upwards or downwards ; for the subjects of which the attributes are stated are no more than those which are implied in the essence of the individual, and these are not infinite in number c; while in the upward direction we have these subjects and tlieir attributes, both of which are limited in number.d Hence there must be some subject of which something is first predicated, and something else must be predicated of this, and the series must be finite ; i.e., there must be a term which is not predicated of any other term prior to it, and of which no other prior term is predicated.6
This is a statement of one manner of proof, but Second dia-there is another also ; predicates of whose subjects p^f?1 other prior predicates can be predicated f are demonstrable ; and it is not possible to stand in a better relation 9 than that of knowledge to anything which is demonstrable, nor to know it apart from demonstration. Moreover, if one thing is knowable through
0 Aristotle refers to intuition, by which we apprehend the indemonstrable ; cf. Book II, ch. xix.
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ριμον, τάδε δε μη ϊσμεν μηδε βελτιον δχομεν προς αυτά του είδεναι, οάδἐ τό διά τούτων γνώριμον επι-στησόμεθα. el ονν εστι τι είδεναι δι* άποδείξεως απλώς καί μη εκ τινών μηδ9 εξ ύποθεσεως, ανάγκη 84 a ΐστασθαι τάς κατηγορίας τάς μεταξύ, εί γάρ μη ίστανται, άλλ' ἐστιν αει του ληφθεντος επάνω, απάντων εσται άπόδειξις' ώστ εί τα άπειρα μη εγ-χωρεΐ διελθειν, ών εστιν άπόδειξις, ταΰτ ονκ είσό-μεθα δι* άποδείξεως. εί ονν μηδε βελτιον εχομεν 5 προς αυτά του είδεναι, ούκ εσται ούδεν επίστασθαι δι* αποδείξεως απλώς, άλλ* εξ ύποθεσεως.
Αογικώς μεν ονν εκ τούτων αν τις πιστεύσειε περί τον λεχθεντος, άναλυτικώς δε διά τώνδε φανερόν συντομώτερον, οτ ι ούτ* επι τδ άνω ούτ* επί τδ ίο κάτω άπειρα τα κατηγορούμενα ενδεχεται είναι εν ταΐς άποδεικτικαΐς επιστημαις, περί ών ή σκεφις εστιν.
*Η μεν γάρ άπόδειξίς ἐστι τών οσα υπάρχει καθ' αυτά τοΐς πράγμασιν. καθ' αυτά δε διττώς' δσα τε γάρ εν1 εκείνοις ενυπάρχει εν τω τί ἐστι, και οΐς αυτά εν τω τί εστιν ύπάρχονσιν αύτοΐς’ οΐον τω 15 αριθμώ τό περιττόν, ο υπάρχει μεν αριθμώ, ενυπάρχει δ' αντος 6 αριθμός εν τω λόγω αυτόν, και πάλιν πλήθος η τό διαιρετόν εν τω λόγω του αριθμού ενυπάρχει, τούτων δ' ουδέτερα ενδεχεται 1 ev sed. Jaeger. * 6
° The proof is called analytical because it is based upon a principle of the relevant science, viz., demonstration.
6 See a 18 infra.
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certain others, and we do not know the latter or stand in a better relation to them than that of knowledge, we shall have no scientific knowledge of that which is knowable through them. If, then, it is possible to know a thing absolutely through demonstration, and not as a qualified or hypothetical consequence, the series of intermediate predications must have a limit. If there is no limit, and there is always something higher than the term last taken, everything will be demonstrable. Therefore, since it is impossible to traverse the numerically infinite, we shall not know by means of demonstration those predicates which are demonstrable. Hence if at the same time we do not stand in a better relation to them than that of knowledge, it will not be possible to have scientific knowledge of anything absolutely through demonstration, but only hypothetically.
One might be convinced dialectically of the truth of our contention from the foregoing discussion ; but by analyticala method it can be apprehended more readily from the following arguments that there cannot be either in the upvrard or in the downward direction an infinite series of predicates in the demonstrative sciences, which are the subject of our investigation.
Demonstration is concerned with the essential Analytical attributes of things. There are two senses in which ρΓ00ί· attributes may be essential ; (a) because they inhere in the essence of their subjects, or (b) because their subjects inhere in their essence. An example of (6) is the relation of “ odd ” b to number ; “ odd ” is an attribute of number, and number itself is inherent in the definition of “ odd.” On the other hand,
(a) plurality or divisibility is inherent in the definition of number. Neither of these processes of attribution
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άπειρα είναι, ονθ* ως το περιττόν του αριθμού (πάλιν γάρ αν εν τω περιττώ άλλο εΐη ω ένυπηρχεν 20 ύπάρχοντι* τούτο δ* εΐ έστι, πρώτον 6 αριθμός ενυπάρξει ύπάρχουσιν αύτώ· ει οΰν μη ενδέχεται άπειρα τοιαΰτα ύπάρχειν εν τω ένί, ούδ> επί το άνω εσται άπειρα· άλλα μην ανάγκη γε πάντα ύπάρχειν τω πρώτω, οΐον τω αριθμώ, κάκείνοις τον αριθμόν, ώστ’ άντιστρέφοντα εσται, άλλ* οὐχ 25 ύπερτείνοντα) * οόδἐ μην δσα εν τω τί ἐστιν ενυπάρχει, ουδἐ ταϋτα άπειρα· οόδἐ yap αν εΐη θρήσασθαι. ώστ ει τα μεν κατηγορούμενα καθ’ αυτά πάντα λέγεται, ταΰτα δε μη άπειρα, ΐσταιτο αν τα έπι τό άνω, ώστε και επί το κάτω.
Εἰ δ’ ούτω, και τα εν τω μεταξύ δυο ορών αει 30 πεπερασμένα. ει δε τούτο, δηλον ηδη και τών αποδείξεων ότι ανάγκη άρχάς τε είναι, και μη πάντων είναι άπόδειξιν, δπερ έφαμέν τινας λέγειν κατ9 άρχάς. ει γάρ είσιν άρχαι, ούτε πάντ* άποδεικτά ούτ εις άπειρον οΐόν τε βάδιζειν το γάρ είναι τούτων όποτερονοΰν ούδεν άλλο εστιν η το είναι 35 μηδέν διάστημα άμεσον καί αδιαίρετον, αλλά πάντα διαιρετά, τω γάρ εντός εμβάλλεσθαι όρον, άλΧ ου τω προσλαμβάνεσθαι, άποδείκνυται το άποδεικ-νυμενον, ώστ ει τούτ εις άπειρον ενδέχεται ίέναι, ένδέχοιτ αν δυο όρων άπειρα μεταξύ είναι μέσα.
α Number is assumed to be the downward limit; if there is no upward limit there will be terms with infinitely many elements in their essence.
b Thus they form not a vertical series but a kind of circle. Since they are convertible, “ odd ” must stand for “ odd or even.”
c CL 82 b 38.
• 72 b 6.
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can proceed to infinity. (6) The series cannot be infinite when the relation is that of “ odd ” to number ; for then in its turn “ odd ” would have another attribute in which “ odd ” was inherent ; and if so, number must be ultimately inherent in the several “ odds ” which are its attributes. Thus since an infinite number of such attributes cannot apply to a single subject, the series will not be infinite in the upward direction either.® Actually all such attributes must so inhere in the ultimate subject—the attributes of number in number and number in them— that they will be commensurate with it and not extend beyond it.b Nor again are the attributes which inhere in the essence of their subject infinite in number ; if they were, definition would be impossible.0 Thus if all the attributes are predicated as essential, and as such cannot be infinite in number, the upward series must have a limit, and therefore so must the downward.
If this is so, the intermediates between any two terms must always be finite in number d ; and if this is so, it is obvious at once that there must be first principles of demonstration, and that the view that everything is demonstrable (which we mentioned at the beginning e as held by some) is false. For if there are first principles, (1) not everything is demonstrable, and (2) demonstration cannot form an infinite series ; because the rejection of either consequence immediately implies that no premiss is immediate and indivisible, but all are divisible. For it is by adding a term internally, and not externally, that a proposition is demonstrated. Thus if the process of demonstration can continue to infinity, it Avould be possible for there to be an infinite number of middles
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84 b αλλά τουτ* αδύνατον, el ΐστανται αί κατηγορίαι ἐνὶ τό άνω καί το κάτω, οτι δε ΐστανται, δεδεικται λογικώς μεν πρότερον, άναλυτικώς δε νυν.
XXIII.	Αεδειγμενων δἐ τούτων φανερόν οτι, εάν τι το αυτό δυσιν ύπάρχη, οΐον το Α τω τε Γ και 5 τω Δ, μη κατηγορουμένου θατερου κατά θατερου, η μηδαμώς η μη κατά παντός, ότι ούκ αει κατά κοινόν τι υπάρξει. οΐον τω ίσοσκελεΐ και τω σκαληνω τό δυσιν όρθαΐς ΐσας εχειν κατά κοινόν τι υπάρχει (fj γάρ σχημά τι υπάρχει, και ούχ fj ετερον), τούτο δ* ούκ αει ούτως εχει. έστω γάρ το ίο Β καθ' ο το Α τω ΓΔ υπάρχει, δηλον τοίνυν οτι και το Β τω Γ και1 Δ κατ* άλλο κοινόν, κάκεΐνο καθ' ετερον, ώστε δύο όρων μεταξύ άπειροι αν εμπίπτοιεν οροί, ἀλλ* αδύνατον, κατά μεν τοίνυν κοινόν τι ύπάρχειν ούκ ανάγκη αει το αύτό πλείοσιν, 15 εϊπερ2 εσται άμεσα διαστήματα. εν μέντοι τω αύτω γενει και εκ των αυτών άτόμοιν ανάγκη τούς ορούς είναι, εΐπερ των καθ' αυτά υπαρχόντων εσται τό κοινόν ού γάρ ην εξ άλλου γένους εις άλλο δια-βηναι τα δεικνύμενα.
Φανερόν δἐ και ότι, όταν τό Α τω Β ύπάρχη, ει 20 μεν εστι τι μέσον, εστι δεΐξαι οτι τό Α τω Β υπάρχει· και στοιχεία τούτου εστι ταύτά3 καί το-
1 και] και τω D.
2 elrrep ci. Jaeger : iveinep.
8 ταύτά Ross : ταΰτα.
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between two terms. This, however, is impossible, if the series of predications lias an upward and a downward limit. That it has these limits was proved above by dialectical, and has now been proved by analytical method.
XXIII. Now that this fact has been established, Corollaries: it is evident that if the same attribute applies to two ittrtt>K°n subjects, e.gif A applies both to C and to D, which need not be are not reciprocally predicable of each other, at least mediatedf not universally, the predicate will not always apply in virtue of a common characteristic. E.g., “ having the sum of its angles equal to two right angles ” applies in virtue of a common characteristic to the isosceles and to the scalene triangle : it belongs to each of them qua a particular kind of figure, and not qua different. But this is not always so. Let Β stand for the characteristic in virtue of which A applies to C and D. Then clearly Β also applies to C and D in virtue of some other characteristic, and this in virtue of another ; so that an infinite number of terms will be interpolated between the original two. But this is impossible.® Thus if there are to be immediate premisses it will not necessarily be in virtue of some common characteristic that the same predicate applies to more than one subject. If, however, it is an essential attribute that is to be proved common, the (middle) terms must belong to the same genus and (the premisses) be derived from the same immediate premisses ; for we saw b that in proving propositions we cannot pass from one genus to another.
It is evident also that when A applies to B, if there (2) Con-is a middle term, it is possible to prove that A applies provaM^by to Β ; and the elements of this proof are identical middle with the middle terms, or rather the same in number; erms'
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σαΰθ’ οσα μέσα ἐστίν αι γαρ άμεσοι προτάσεις στοιχεία, η πάσαι η α Ι καθόλου, ει μη εστιν, ουκετι εστιν άπόδειξις, άλλ* η επι τάς άρχάς οδός αϋτη εστιν. ομοίως δἐ και ει τό Α τω Β μη ύπάρ-25 χει, ει μεν εστιν η μέσον η πρότερον ω ούχ υπάρχει, εστιν άπόδειξις, ει δε μη, ουκ εστιν, άλλ* άρχη- και στοιχεία τοσαϋτ* εστιν όσοι οροί· αι γαρ τούτων προτάσεις άρχαι της άποδείξεώς εισιν. και ώσπερ ενιαι άρχαί εισιν αναπόδεικτοι, οτι εστι τάδε τοδι 30 καί υπάρχει τόδε τωδί, ουτω και ότι ουκ εστι τάδε τοδι οόδ* υπάρχει τάδε τωδί* ωσθ* αι μεν εΐναί τι, αι δε μη εΐναί τι εσονται άρχαί.
'Όταν δε δεη δεΐξαι, ληπτεον ο του Β πρώτον κατηγορειται. έστω τό Γ, και τούτου ομοίως τό Δ.1 και ούτως αεί βαδίζοντι ουδεποτ* εζωτερω πρότασις ούδ* ύπάρχον λαμβάνεται του Α εν τω 35 δεικνυναι, άλλ* αεί τό μέσον πυκνοΰται εως αδιαίρετα γενηται και εν. εστι δ* εν όταν άμεσον γενη-ται, και μία πρότασις απλώς ή άμεσος, καί ώσπερ εν τοΐς άλλοις η αρχη άπλοΰν, τούτο δ’ ου ταύτό πανταχοΰ, άλλ* εν βάρει μεν μνά, εν δε μέλει δίεσις, 85 a άλλο δ* εν άλλω, ούτως εν συλλογισμώ τό εν πρότασις άμεσος, εν δ* αποδείξει και επιστήμη ό νους.
Έν μεν ουν τοΐς δεικτικοΐς συλλογισμοΐς τοΰ
1 Δ η, Ross : Α.
° Assuming that there are several middles, forming with A and Β a chain of immediate premisses, all of which, except the last, are “ universal,” i.e. majors.
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for it is the immediate premisses—either all or those which are universal—that are elements.® If there is no middle term, demonstration is impossible ; we are approaching first principles. Similarly too if A does not apply to B, if there is either a middle or a prior term to which A does not apply, demonstration is possible (otherwise it is not possible ; we are dealing with a first principle) ; and there will be as many elements as there are (middle) terms ; for it is the premisses containing these that are the principles of the demonstration. Just as there are some indemonstrable premisses to the effect that X is Y or X applies to Y, so there are others to the effect that X is not Y or does not apply to Y ; so that some will be principles making an affirmative and others making a negative statement.
When, however, proof is required, we must assume How to (as middle) the immediate predicate of B. Let this
be C, and let D similarly be predicated of C. If we mative ,. .ι .	j ι	.	- proof,
continue this process we never assume in our proot
a premiss or an attribute which falls outside A, but we go on packing the space between until the intervals are indivisible or unitary : and we have one unit when the premiss is immediate. It is only the immediate premiss that is one in the unqualified sense. Just as in all other genera the basic measure is something simple, and this is not the same in all cases, but in weight is the mina,b in music the quarter-tone, and so on in each genus, so in syllogism the unit is the immediate premiss, while in demonstration and understanding the unit is an act of intuition.0
In affirmative syllogisms, then, nothing falls outside (ft) negative
6 About 1 lb. avoirdupois. c Which cognizes the immediate premiss.
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νπάρχοντος ονδεν εξω πίπτει, εν δε τοΐς στερητικούς, ένθα μεν ο δεῖ νπάρχειν, ονδεν τούτον εξω 5 πίπτει, οΐον ει το Α τῷ Β διά του Γ μη (ει γάρ τω μεν Β παντι το Γ, τω δε Γ μηδενι το Α)· πάλιν αν δεη δτι τω Γ τό Α ονδενι υπάρχει, μέσον ληπτεον τον Α και Γ, και ούτως αει πορενσεται. εάν δε δεη δεΐξαι οτ ι το Δ τω E ονχ υπάρχει τω τ δ Γ τω μεν Δ παντι νπάρχειν τω δε E μηδενι [ἡ μη παντι],1 ίο του E ουδεποτ' εξω πεσεΐται- τούτο δ’ ἐστιν φ [ον]2 δει νπάρχειν. επί δε τον τρίτον τρόπου ούτε άφ' ον δει ούτε ο δει στερησαι ουδεποτ* εξω βαδιεΐται.
XXIV.	Ούσης δ’ άποδείξεως της μεν καθόλου της δε κατά μέρος, και της μεν κατηγορικης της 15 δε στερητικής, άμφισβητεΐται ποτερα βελτίων ως δ’ αντως και περί της άποδεικννναι λεγομενης και της εις το αδύνατον άγονσης άποδείξεως. πρώτον μεν ονν επισκεφώμεθα περί της καθόλου καί της κατά μέρος’ δήλωσαντες δἐ τούτο, και περί της δεικνυναι λεγομενης και της εις το α δυνατόν εϊπωμεν.
1 η μη παντι Sed. RoSS.
2	ου οιη. Dn1, Ross. * 6
° i.e., no middle term is assumed that is wider than the predicate.
6 Celarent in the first figure.
c Strictly non-attribution; Aristotle again means the predicate or major term.
d Ross is doubtless right in bracketing η μη παντι and so confining the reference to Camestres, because Aristotle seems to have only universal conclusions in view,
e Since the major and minor terms are regarded as extremes, “ outside ” here means “ below ” ; no middle will be narrower than the subject. It may, however (though Aristotle does not actually say so), be wider than the predicate.
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the attribute.® In negative syllogisms (1) in one mood b nothing falls outside the term whose attribution c is required to be proved ; e.g., supposing that it is required to be proved by means of C that A does not apply to Β (the premisses being C applies to all B, and A to no C) ; if in turn it is required to prove that A applies to no C, a middle term must be assumed between A and C, and the process will continue in this way. (2) If, however, it is required to prove that D does not apply to E because C applies to all D but to none [or not to all] d of E, the additional terms will never fall outside 6 E, i.e., the subject to which the predicate is required <not)/ to apply. (3) In the third mood 0 the additional terms will never proceed beyond the subject or the predicate of the required negative conclusion.
XXIV. Since demonstration may be either uni- la universal versal or particular,A and either affirmative or nega- pa?fiuar° tive, it may be debated which is the better. So too demonsira-with regard to so-called Ostensive proof and reduc-iio ad impossibile. First, then, let us consider universal and particular demonstration. When we have cleared up this question let us discuss direct proof and reductio ad impossibile .*
t The negative, required in English, is dispensable in Aristotle’s formula (cf. δ δεί υττάρχειν in a 3 above). It was probably inserted in the text by a zealous corrector.
0 Clearly not the third figure (which, as Ross points out, does not satisfy the conditions) but Cesare in the second— the only other mood which gives a universal negative conclusion.
h Not in the ordinary sense of the terms, because demonstration proper is not concerned with particular or singular propositions (the argument adduced and rejected below is unscientific) ; the distinction is between degrees of universality.	* See ch. xxvi.
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20 Δόξειε μιν ουν τάχ αν τισιν ώ8ί σκοποϋσιν η κατά μέρος είναι βελτίων, el γάρ καθ’ ἣν μάλλον επιστάμεθα άπό8ειξιν βελτίων άπό8ειξις (αϋτη γάρ αρετή άπο8είζεως), μάλλον 8’ επιστάμεθα έκαστον όταν αυτό εί8ώμεν καθ* αότό η όταν κατ’ άλλο (οΐον 25 τον μουσικόν Κορίσκον όταν ότι 6 Κορίσκος μουσικός η όταν ότι άνθρωπος1 μουσικος· ομοίως δἐ και επί των άλλων), η 8έ καθόλου ότι άλλο, ούχ οτι αυτό τετύχηκεν επώείκνυσιν (οΐον ότι τό Ισοσκελές ούχ ότι ισοσκελές άλλ’ ότι τρίγωνον), ὴ δἐ κατά μέρος ότι αυτό' ει 8η βελτίων μέν η καθ’ αυτό, 30 τοιαύτη 8’ η κατά μέρος της καθόλου μάλλον, και βελτίων αν ή κατά μέρος άπό8ειξις ειη. έτι ει τό μέν καθόλου μη εστί τι παρά τα καθ’ έκαστα, η δ* άπό8ειζις 8ό£αν εμποιεί είναι τι τούτο καθ’ ο άπο-8είκνυσι, καί τινα φύσιν ύπάρχειν εν τοΐς οΰσι ταυ-την, οΐον τριγώνου παρά τα τινα και σχήματος παρά 35 τα τινα και αριθμού παρά τους τινάς αριθμούς, βελτίων 8’ ή περί οντος η μη οντος καί 8ι’ ην μη άπατηθησεται η δι’ἤν, εστι 8’ η μέν καθόλου τοιαύτη (προϊόντες γάρ 8εικνύουσιν, ώσπερ περί του άνά 1 άνθρωπος Ross.
α Of Scepsis in Mysia ; a friend whose name Aristotle often uses in illustrative examples. The epithet μουσικος is probably used with its wider meaning.
b Probably either Academic mathematicians or actual disciples of Eudoxus, who discovered the general theory of proportion.
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Some people, looking at the question in the following way, might suppose that particular demonstration is superior. (1) If the superior method of demonstration is that by which we gain more knowledge (since this is the distinctive merit of demonstration), and we have more knowledge of an individual thing when we recognize it in virtue of itself than when we do so in virtue of something else (as, e.g., we have more knowledge of “ cultured Coriscus ” a when we know that Coriscus is cultured than when we only know that man is cultured ; and similarly in all other cases) ; and whereas universal demonstration informs us that something else, not that the particular thing, has a given attribute—e.g., does not tell us that an isosceles triangle has a given attribute because it is isosceles but because it is a triangle—, particular demonstration informs us that the particular thing has it ;—if, then, the better demonstration is that which informs us of something in virtue of itself, and particular is more of this nature than universal demonstration, then particular will also be superior to universal demonstration. (2) Further, if the universal does not exist apart from particulars, and demonstration produces in us a belief that there is something of this nature in virtue of which the demonstration proceeds, and that this inheres as a definite characteristic in things (e.g-, the characteristics triangle, figure and number apart from particular triangles, figures and numbers) ; and if the demonstration which treats of the existent and is infallible is superior to that which treats of the nonexistent and is fallible ; and if universal demonstration is of the latter kind (since it is by proceeding in this way that they b attempt proofs like that which
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λόγον, οΐον on ο αν fj τι τοιοϋτον ἔσται άνά λόγον, ο ούτε γραμμή ουτ αριθμός ούτε στερεόν ουτ' έπί-85 b πέδον, άλλα παρά ταΰτά τι) ·—εἰ οὐν καθόλου μὲν μάλλον αυτή, περί οντος δ' ήττον της κατά μέρος και εμποιεί δόξαν ψευδή, χείρων αν εΐη ή καθόλου τής κατά μέρος.
"Η πρώτον μεν ούδέν μάλλον επί του καθόλου ή δ του κατά μέρος άτερος λόγος έστίν; ει γάρ το δυσίν όρθαΐς υπάρχει μή ή ισοσκελές άλλ' ἡ τρίγωνον, 6 είδώς ότι ισοσκελές ήττον οΐδεν ή αυτό ή 6 είδώς ότι τρίγωνον, όλως τε, ει μέν μή οντος ή τρίγωνον εΐτα δείκνυαιν, ουκ αν εΐη άπόδειξις, ει δἐ οντος, 6 είδώς έκαστον fj έκαστον υπάρχει μάλλον οΐδεν. ει ίο δὴ τό τρίγωνον επί πλέον ἐστί, και ό αυτός λόγος, καί μή καθ' ομωνυμίαν το τρίγωνον, καί υπάρχει παντί τ ριγώνω το δυο, ουκ αν το τρίγωνον fj ισοσκελές, αλλά τό ισοσκελές fj τρίγωνον, έχοι τοιαυτας τάς γωνίας, ώστε ό καθόλου είδώς μάλλον οΐδεν fj 16 υπάρχει ή ο κατά μέρος, βελτίων άρα ή καθόλου τής κατά μέρος, ἔτι ει μέν εΐη τις λόγος εις καί μή ομωνυμία τό καθόλου, εΐη τ’1 αν ουδέν ήττον ενίων
1	τ om. η.
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asserts that a proportional is anything which has a certain definite characteristic, and that it is neither a line nor a number nor a solid nor a plane, but something distinct from these)—, if, then, this kind of proof is closer to universal demonstration, and treats less of the existent than particular demonstration, and produces a false opinion, universal will be inferior to particular demonstration.
In point of fact, however, (1) the first argument applies no more to universal than to particular demonstration. If the attribute of having the sum of its interior angles equal to two right angles belongs to a figure not qua isosceles but qua triangle, the man who knows that the figure possesses this attribute because it is isosceles knows less of the essential reason for the fact than he who knows that it is so because the figure is a triangle. And in general if, when an attribute does not belong to a given subject qua triangle, the attribute is proved of that subject, the proof cannot amount to demonstration ; but if it does apply to the subject (qua triangle), then he has the greater knowledge who knows that a given attribute belongs to a given subject as such. Thus if “ triangle ” is the wider term, and has an invariable meaning, the term “ triangle ” not being equivocal ; and if the attribute of having the sum of its interior angles equal to two right angles applies to every triangle, then it is the isosceles qua triangle, and not the triangle qua isosceles, that will possess such angles. Thus the man who knows the universal has more knoAvledge than he who knows the particular. Therefore universal is superior to particular demonstration. (2) If the meaning is invariable and the universal term is not merely equivocal, it will be not
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τών κατά μέρος, άλλα καί μάλλον, οσω τα άφθαρτα ev €K€lvols έστί, τα δέ κατά μέρος φθαρτά μάλλον, έτι τ€ οίδεμία ανάγκη υπολαμβάνω τι είναι τοΰτο 20 παρά ταΰτα οτ ι iv δηλοΐ, οΰδέν μάλλον η έπΐ των άλλων δσα μη τι σημαίνει άλΧ η ποιον η πρός τι η ποιβΐν. el δέ άρα, ούχ η άπόδειξις αιτία ἀλλ* 6 άκούων.
Έτι el η άπόδ€ΐζις μέν έστι συλλογισμός δeικτι-κδς αιτίας και του διά τί, το καθόλου δ* αΙτιώτ€ρον 25 (ώ γάρ καθ* αυτό ύπάρχ€ι τι, τούτο αυτά αΰτώ αίτιον το δἐ καθόλου πρώτον· αίτιον άρα το καθόλου)' ώστε και η άπόδ€ΐζις βελτίων* μάλλον γάρ του αίτιου και του διά τί ἐστιν.
’Έτι μέχρι τούτου ζητοΰμ€ν το διά τί, και τότε ο1όμ€0 α είδῖναι όταν μη η οτ ι τι άλλο τοΰτο η 30 γιγνόμ€νον η ον' τέλος γάρ καί πέρας το έσχατον ηδη ούτως ἐστιν, οΐον τίνος eveKa ηλ0€ν; όπως λάβη τάργυριον, τοΰτο δ’ όπως άποδώ ο ώφ€ΐλ€, τοΰτο δ’ όπως μη άδικηση' και ούτως Ιόντ€ς, όταν μηκέτι δι* άλλο μηδ’ άλλου eveKa, διά τοΰτο ως τέλος φαμέν έλ0€Ϊν και είναι καί γίγν€σθαι, καί τότ€ 35 εἰδέναι μάλιστα διά τί ηλ0€ν. el δη ομοίως €χ€ΐ έπί πασών τών α ιτ ιών καί τών διά τί, έπί δέ τών δσα
° Genera and species being (for Aristotle at least) permanent types.
6 In the sense that the subject of a (commensurately) universal attribute is the first subject to which it can be shown to apply : 73 b 32.
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less but more really existent than some of the particulars, inasmuch as universals include imperishable things,® whereas particulars tend rather to be perishable. Further, there is no need to assume that the universal is some one entity apart from the particulars simply because it has a single denotation ; no more than in the case of the other categories which denote not substance but quality or relation or activity. If this assumption is made, the fault lies not in the demonstration but in the hearer.
(3)	There is also the argument that demonstration Further
is a syllogism proving the cause or reasoned fact, and Arguments, the universal is more of the nature of a cause (for a subject which possesses an attribute per se is itself the cause of its own possession of that attribute ; and the universal is primary h ; therefore the universal is the cause). Therefore universal demonstration is superior, because it more properly proves the cause or reasoned fact.
(4)	Again, we cease our inquiry for the reason and assume that we know it when we reach a fact whose existence or coming into existence does not depend upon any other fact ; for the last stage of an inquiry by this method is ipso facto the end and limit. E.g., why did X come ? To get the money ; and this was in order to repay what he owed, and this again in order not to do wrong. When, as we proceed in this way, we reach a cause which neither depends upon anything else nor has anything else as its object, we say that this is the end for which the man came, or exists, or comes into being ; it is then that we say that we understand most completely ivhy the man came. If, then, the same principle applies to all causes and reasoned facts, and if our knowledge of
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αίτια ούτως ως ον ένεκα ούτως ΐσμεν μάλιστα, καί έπι των άλλων άρα τάτε μάλιστα ΐσμεν όταν μηκέτι ύπάρχη τούτο οτι άλλο, όταν μεν οΰν γιγνώσκω-μεν οτι τέτταρσιν αι έξω ϊσαι, οτι ίσοσκελές, έτι 86 a λείπε ται διά τί το ισοσκελές, οτι τρίγωνον, και τοΰτο, οτι σχήμα ενθυγραμμον. ει δε τούτο μηκέτι διότι άλλο, τότε μάλιστα ϊσμεν. και καθόλου δε τότε* ή καθόλου άρα βελτίων.
Έτι οσω αν μάλλον κατά μέρος ἡ, εις τα άπειρα 5 έμπίπτει, η δἐ καθόλου είς τό άπλοΰν και τό πέρας, έστι δ*, fj μεν άπειρά, ονκ έπιστητά, fj δε πε-πέρανται, έπιστητά. fj άρα καθόλου, μάλλον έπιστητά η fj κατά μέρος. άποδ€ΐκτά άρα μάλλον τα καθόλου, των δἐ αποδεκτών μάλλον μάλλον άπό-δειξις· άμα γάρ μάλλον τα π ρος τι. βελτίων άρα ή ίο καθόλου, έπείπερ και μάλλον άπόδειξις.
’Έτι ει1 αίρετωτέρα καθ' ην τοΰτο και άλλο η καθ' ην τοΰτο μόνον οΐδεν 6 δἐ την καθόλου έχων οΐδε καί το κατά μέρος, οντος δέ τό καθόλου οΰκ οΐδεν’ ώστ€ καν όντως αίρετωτέρα εΐη.
’Έτι δέ ὧδε. τό γάρ καθόλου μάλλον δεικννναι 1 el om. DM.
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all final causes is most complete under the conditions which we have just described, then in all other cases too our knowledge is most complete when we reach a fact which does not depend further upon any other fact. So when we recognize that the sum of the exterior angles of a figure is equal to four right angles, because the figure is isosceles, there still remains the reason why the figure is isosceles, viz., that it is a triangle, and this because it is a right-lined figure. If this reason depends upon nothing else, our knowledge is now complete. Moreover our knowledge is now universal ; and therefore universal knowledge is superior.
(5)	Again, the more particular causes are, the more they tend to form an infinite regress, whereas universal demonstration tends towards the simple and finite ; and causes qua infinite are not knowable, whereas qua finite they are knowable. Hence causes are more knowable qua universal than qua particular; and therefore universal causes are more demonstrable. But the demonstration of things which are more demonstrable is more truly demonstration ; for correlatives vary simultaneously in degree. Hence universal demonstration is superior, inasmuch as it is more truly demonstration.
(6)	Again, that kind of demonstration by which one knows a given fact and another fact as well is preferable to that by which one knows only the given fact. But he who has universal knowledge knows the particular cause as well, whereas the man who has only particular knowledge does not know the universal cause. Hence on this ground also universal demonstration will be preferable.
(7)	Again, there is the following argument. Proof
143
ARISTOTLE
15 ἐστι τό διά μέσον δεικνύναι εγγυτερω οντος της αρχής, ἐγγυτάτω δἐ το άμεσον· τοΰτο δ’ αρχή-ει οΰν ή εξ αρχής της μη εξ αρχής, ή μάλλον εξ αρχής της ήττον ακριβέστερα άπό8ειξις. εστι 8ε τοιαύτη ή καθόλου μάλλον· κρείττων άρ* αν είη η καθόλου, οΐον ει ε8ει άποόεΐξαι το Α κατά τον Δ* 20 μέσα τα εφ* ώυ ΒΓ· ανωτέρω 8η τό Β, ώστε η διά τούτου καθόλου μάλλον.
Άλλα των μεν είρημενών ενια λογικά ἐστι* μάλιστα δἐ 8ηλον ότι η καθόλου κυριωτερα ότι των προτάσεων την μεν προτεραν εχοντες ϊσμεν πως 25 και την υστέραν και εχομεν 8υνάμει} οΐον ει τις οΐ8εν ότι παν τρίγωνον 8νσιν όρθαΐς, οΐ8ε πως και τό ισοσκελές ότι 8ύο όρθαΐς, 8υνάμει, και ει μη οΐ8ε τό ισοσκελές ότι τρίγωνον 6 8ε ταύτην εχων την πρότασιν τό καθόλου ού8αμώς οΐ8εν, ούτε 8υνάμει ουτ ενεργεία. και ή μεν καθόλου νοητή, ή δε 30 κατά μέρος εις αϊσθησιν τελευτά.
XXV.	"Οτι μεν οΰν ή καθόλου βελτίων τής κατά μέρος, τοσαΰθ’ ήμΐν είρήσθοτ οτι δ’ ή 8εικτική τής
α The implication is that (6), which Aristotle now proceeds to expand, is (or can be made) truly scientific.
6 Not a major and a minor, but the two premisses mentioned in the following lines.
c When it reaches individuals, which are perceptible rather than intelligible.
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of the more universal fact consists in proving by a middle which is nearer to the first principle. Now that which is nearest to the first principle is the immediate premiss, i.e., the first principle itself. If, then, demonstration from the first principle is more accurate than demonstration which is not from the first principle, that demonstration which is more nearly from the first principle is more accurate than that which is less nearly from it. Now it is universal demonstration which is more truly of this nature ; and therefore universal demonstration is superior. E.g., suppose that it is required to demonstrate A of D, the middle terms being Β and C. Β is the higher term, and so the demonstration by means of Β is the more universal.
Some of the foregoing arguments, however, are merely dialectical.® The clearest indication that universal demonstration is more authoritative is that when we comprehend the former of the two premisses b we have knowledge in a sense of the latter as well, and comprehend it potentially. E.g., if anyone knows that every triangle has the sum of its interior angles equal to two right angles, he knows in a sense also (viz., potentially) that the sum of the interior angles of an isosceles triangle is equal to two right angles, even if he does not know that the isosceles is a triangle. But the man who comprehends the latter premiss does not in any sense know the universal fact, neither potentially nor actually. Moreover universal demonstration is intelligible, whereas particular demonstration terminates in sense perception.®
XXV. The foregoing account may suffice to show that universal is superior to particular demonstration.
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στερητικής, εντεύθεν δῆλον. έστω γάρ αϋτη ή άπόδειξις βελτίων των άλλων των αυτών ύπαρ-35 χόντων, ή εξ ελαττόνων αιτημάτων ή υποθέσεων ή προτάσεων, εί γάρ γνώριμοι ομοίως, το θάττον γνώναι διά τούτων υπάρξει· τούτο δ1 αίρετώτερον. λόγος δἐ τής προτάσεως, ότι βελτίων ή εξ ελαττόνων, καθόλου όδε1· ει γάρ ομοίως είη το γνώριμα είναι τά μέσα, τά δε πρότερα γνωριμώτερα, έστω 86 b ἡ μεν διά μέσων άπόδειξις των ΒΓΔ ότι το Α τω E υπάρχει, ή δε διά των Ζ H ότι τό Α τω E. ομοίως δη2 εχει τό ότι τό Α τω Δ υπάρχει και το Α τω E. τό δ’ ότι τό Α τω Δ πρότερον και γνωριμώ-τερον ή ότι τό Α τω E* διά γάρ τούτου εκείνο αιτοι δείκνυται, πιστότερον δε τό δι ου. και ή διά των ελαττόνων άρα άπόδειξις βελτίων των άλλων των αυτών υπαρχόντων. άμφότεραι μεν οΰν διά τε όρων τριών καί προτάσεων δυο δείκνυνται, άλλ* ή μεν εΐναί τι λαμβάνει, ή δε καί είναι καί μη είναι τι· δια πλειόνων άρα, ώστε χείρων. ίο Έτι επειδή δεδεικται ότι αδύνατον άμφοτερων ούσών στερητικών τών προτάσεων γενεσθαι συλλογισμόν, αλλά την μεν δεΐ τοιαύτην είναι, την δ*
1 o8e Dnp : a>8e Waitz : 8e codd. plerique.
2 8η np : 8e.
a i.e., more universal.
b Presumably because it is proved by the same number of middle terms.
c The argument is blatantly dialectical, since it turns upon an equivocation. The premisses of a negative syllogism are the same in number as those of an affirmative one ; they are “ more ” only in kind.
d An. Pr. I. vii.
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That affirmative is superior to negative demonstra- demonstration will be clear from the following argument. (1) It argu-may be assumed that, given the same conditions, mcnt* that form of demonstration is superior to the rest which depends upon fewer postulates or hypotheses or premisses ; for supposing that they are equally well known, when there are fewer of them knowledge will be more quickly attained, and this result is to be preferred. The argument that demonstration from fewer premisses is superior may be stated universally as follows. Supposing that in both cases alike the middle terms are known, and that middle terms are better known in proportion as they are prior/* let us assume demonstration that A applies to E in one case by means of the middle terms B, C and D, and in another by means of F and G. Then the proposition that A applies to D is equally evidentb with the proposition (in the second case) that A applies to E.
But the proposition that A applies to D is prior and more knowable than the proposition (in the first case) that A applies to E ; for the latter is proved by the former, and the means of proof is more certain than tlie thing proved. Therefore the demonstration which proceeds from fewer premisses is superior to any other conducted under the same conditions. Now both affirmative and negative demonstration are proved by three terms and two premisses, but whereas the former assumes that something is so, the latter assumes both that something is and that something is not so. Hence it proceeds from more c premisses, and is therefore inferior.
(2)	It has already been proved d that there can be Second no syllogism when both premisses are negative ; if areument. one is of this kind, the other must make an affirmative
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οτ ι υπάρχω, ετι προς τουτω δεῖ τάδε λαβεΐν. τας μεν γάρ κατηγορίας αυξανόμενης της αποδείξεως άναγκαΐον γίγνεσθαι πλείους, τάς δἐ στερητικας 15 αδύνατον πλείους είναι μιας εν άπαντι συλλογισμω. έστω γάρ μηδενι ύπαρχον τδ Α ἐφ’ όσων το Β, τω δε Γ ύπαρχον παντι τό Β. αν δη δεη πάλιν αϋξειν άμφοτερας τάς προτάσεις, μέσον εμβλητεον. του μεν ΑΒ έστω τδ Α, του δε Β Γ τδ E. τδ μεν 20 δη E φανερδν δτι κατηγορικόν, τδ δε Α του μεν Β κατηγορικόν, πρδς δε τδ Α ως στερητικόν κεΐται. τ δ μεν γάρ Α παντδς του Β, τό δ ἐ Α ούδενι δει των Α ύπάρχειν. γίγνεται ούν μία στερητική πρότασις η τδ ΑΔ. δ δ’ αύτδς τρόπος και επι των ετερων συλλογισμών, αει γάρ τδ μέσον των κατηγορικών 25 όρων κατηγορικδν επ* άμφότερα* τοΰ δε στερητικού επι θάτερα στερητικδν άναγκαΐον είναι, ώστε αυτή μία τοιαύτη γίγνεται πρότασις, αι δ’ άλλαι κατη-γορικαί. ει δη γνωριμώτερον δι ου δείκνυται και πιστότερου, δείκνυται δ* η μεν στερητική διά της κατηγορικης, αύτη δε δι* εκείνης ου δείκνυται, 30 προτερα και γνωριμωτερα ουσα και πιστότερα βελ-τίων αν εϊη.
’Έτι ει άρχη συλλογισμού η καθόλου πρότασις άμεσος, εστι 8’ εν μεν τη δεικτική καταφατική εν δε τη στερητική αποφατική η καθόλου πρότασις, η δε καταφατική της αποφατικής προτερα και γνωριμωτερα (διά γάρ την κατάφασιν η άπόφασις 35 γνώριμος, και προτερα η κατάφασις, ώσπερ καί τδ είναι τού μη είναι) · ώστε βελτίων η άρχη της 148
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statement. Now in addition to this we must grasp the following fact. As the demonstration is expanded,® the affirmative premisses must increase in number, but there cannot be more than one negative premiss in any syllogism. Let us suppose that A applies to no instances of B, and that Β applies to all C. Then if it is further required to expand both these premisses, a middle term must be interpolated in them. Let D be the middle of AB, and E of BC.
Then obviously E is affirmative, but D, though related affirmatively to B. is related negatively to A ; for D must be predicated of all B, but A must apply to no D.
Thus we get one negative premiss, viz., AD. The same holds good of all other syllogisms. Where the terms are affirmative, the middle is always related affirmatively to both the others ; but in a negative syllogism the middle term must be related negatively to one of the others, and therefore this is the only premiss of this kind that we obtain ; the rest are affirmative. Now if the means of proof is more knowable and more certain than the thing proved, and negative is proved by affirmative demonstration, but not affirmative by negative, the affirmative, being prior and more knowable and more certain, must be superior.
(3)	Again, if the starting-point of a syllogism is the Third universal immediate premiss and if in affirmative ar8ument· proof the universal premiss is affirmative and in negative proof negative, and if the affirmative is prior to and more knowable than the negative premiss (for it is through the affirmation that the negation becomes known, and the affirmation is prior to the negation, just as being is prior to not-being),—then the starting-point of the affirmative is superior to that of a By the interpolation of middle terms.
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δεικτικής ή τής στερητικής- ή δἐ βελτίοσιν άρχαΐς χρωμενη βελτίων.
Έτι άρχοειδεστερα- άνεν γάρ τής δεικννονσης ου κ εστιν ή στερητική.
87 a XXVI. Έπβι δ’ ή κατηγορική τής στερητικής βελτίων, δήλον δτι και τής εις τδ αδύνατον άγούσης. δει δ* ειδεναι τις ή διάφορά αυτών, έστω δη τδ Α μηδενι ύπαρχον τω Β, τω δε Γ τό Β παντί’ ανάγκη 5 δη τω Γ μηδενι ύπαρχειν τδ Α. οΰτω μεν οΰν ληφθεντων δεικτική ή στερητική αν εϊη άπόδειξις δτι τό Α τῷ Γ ούχ ύπαρχε ι. ή δ’ είς τδ αδύνατον ώδί εχει. ει δεοι δεΐξαι δτι τδ Α τω Β ούχ ύπαρχε ι, ληπτεον ύπάρχειν, και τδ Β τω Γ, ώστε συμβαίνει τδ Α τω Γ ύπάρχειν. τούτο δ’ έστω γνώριμον και ίο δμολογούμενον δτι αδύνατον, ούκ άρα οΐόν τε τδ Α τω Β ύπάρχειν. ει οΰν τδ Β τω Γ ομολογείται ύπάρχειν, το Α τω Β αδύνατον ύπάρχειν. οι μεν οΰν δροι ομοίως τάττονται, διαφέρει δε τδ δπο-τερα αν ή γνωριμωτερα ή πρότασις ή στερητική, πότερον δτι τδ Α τω Β ούχ ύπάρχει ή δτι τδ Α τω 15 Γ. δταν μεν οΰν ή τδ συμπέρασμα γνωριμώτερον δτι ούκ εστιν, ή είς τδ αδύνατον γίγνεται άπόδειξις, δταν δ’ ή εν τω συλλογισμω, ή αποδεικτική, φύσει
α Here again there seems to be an equivocation, though Aristotle may not have been conscious of it. In the previous sentence αρχή has been translated “ starting-point ” because that is all that it seems to be intended to mean ; but here it seems rather to mean “ logical principle.” The argument which follows tends to confirm this view.
6 i.e., an affirmative premiss.
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the negative demonstration. But the demonstration which uses superior first principles a is itself superior.
(4) Again, affirmative demonstration is more of the Fourth nature of a first principle ; for negative demonstra- arsument· tion is impossible without another (affirmative) demonstration b to prove it.
XXVI.	Since affirmative demonstration is superior Ostensive to negative, clearly it is also superior to reductio ad ^on°isStra~ impossibile. We must, however, understand what is superior to the difference between them.0 Let us suppose that A applies to no B, but that Β applies to all C ; then sibUe-A must apply to no C. When the terms are taken in this way the negative demonstration that A does not apply to C will be Ostensive. But reductio ad impossibile takes the following form. Supposing that it is required to prove that A does not apply d to B, we must assume that it does apply, and that Β applies to C, so that it follows that A applies to C. Let it be known and admitted that this is impossible. Then A cannot apply to B. Thus if Β is admitted to apply to C, A cannot apply to B.e The terms, then, are arranged in the same way ; the difference depends upon this : in which form the negative premiss is better known, whether as the statement “ A does not apply to Β ” or “ A does not apply to C.” Thus when it is the negative statement in the conclusion that is better known, we get demonstration by reductio ad impossibile ; when it is one of the premisses of the syllogism, we get Ostensive demonstration.
0 Sc., negative Ostensive proof and reductio ad impossibile.
d In this example Aristotle ignores quantity as being complicative and unnecessary for his argument.
6 Because the conjunction of two true premisses cannot give a false conclusion : An. Pr. II. 53 b 12-25.
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δἐ προτέρα ή δτι τό Α τω Β ή δτι το Α τω Γ. 7τρότερα γάρ ἐστι του συμπεράσματος εξ ών το συμπέρασμα■ έ'στι δε το μεν Α τω Γ μη υπάρχειν 20 συμπέρασμα, το δἐ Α τω Β εξ ου το συμπέρασμα, ου γάρ el συμβαίνει άναιρεΐσθαί τι, τούτο συμπέρασμά ἐστιν, εκείνα δ ἐ εξ ών, άλλα τό μεν εξ οΰ συλλογισμός ἐστιν δ αν ούτως έχη ώστε η δλον προς μέρος η μέρος προς δλον έχειν, αι δε τό Α Γ 25 και Β Γ1 προτάσεις ου κ έχουσιν ουτω προς άλληλας. ει οΰν η εκ γνωριμωτέρων και προτέρων κρείττων, εισι δ* άμφότεραι εκ του μη είναι τι πισταί, άλλ* ή μεν έκ προτέρου ή δ’ εξ υστέρου, βελτίων απλώς αν εϊη της εις τό αδύνατον η στερητική άπόδειξις, ώστε και η ταύτης βελτίων η κατηγορικη δηλον 30 δτι και της εις τό αδύνατόν έστι βελτίων.
XXVII.	Ακριβεστέρα δ* επιστήμη επιστήμης και προτέρα ή τε του δτι και διότι ή αυτή, αλλά μη χωρίς τοΰ δτι τής του διότι, και ή μη καθ* υποκειμένου τής καθ' υποκειμένου, οΐον αριθμητική άρ-35 μονικής, και ή εξ ελαττόνων τής εκ προσθέσεως, οΐον γεωμετρίας αριθμητική, λέγω δ’ εκ προσθέ-152
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But the statement “ A does not apply to Β ” is prior in nature to “ A does not apply to C ” ; for the premisses from which the conclusion is drawn are prior to the conclusion, and the statement “ A does not apply to C ” is the conclusion, while “ A does not apply to Β ” is one of the premisses from which the conclusion is drawn. For if we obtain a destructive result,® this result is not a conclusion, nor are the statements from which it is drawn premisses, in the strict sense. The statements from which a syllogism follows are premisses related to one another as whole to part or part to whole ; and the premisses AC and BC are not so related to one another. Therefore if that demonstration is superior which proceeds from better known and prior premisses, and both these kinds of demonstration depend upon negative statements, of which one is prior and the other posterior, then negative demonstration will be absolutely superior to reductio ad impossibile ; and therefore affirmative demonstration, being superior to negative, will a fortiori also be superior to demonstration by reductio ad impossibile.
XXVII. Knowledge at the same time of the fact Ranking of and of the reasoned fact, as contrasted with knowledge ^cording to of the former without the latter, is more accurate and their ahn^ prior. So again is knowledge of objects which do not matter/ inhere in a substrate as contrasted with that of objects which do so inhere (e.g., arithmetic and harmonics) and that which depends upon fewer factors as contrasted with that which uses additional factors (e.g., arithmetic and geometry). What I mean by
a Involving the disproof of a hypothesis. 1
1	ΒΓ C2, Ross : AB.
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σ€ως οΐον μονάς ουσία άθετος, στιγμή δέ ουσία θετός’ ταύτην εκ προσθέσεως.
XXVIII. Μία δ* επιστήμη ἐστιν ή ενός γένους, όσα εκ των πρώτων σύγκειται και μέρη εστιν ή 40 πάθη τούτων καθ’ αυτά, ετέρα δ’ επιστήμη εστιν 87 b ετέρας, όσων αι άρχαι μήτ εκ των αυτών μήθ’ άτεραι1 εκ των ετέρων, τούτου δε σημειον όταν εις τα αναπόδεικτα έλθη' δει γάρ αυτά εν τω αύτω γένει είναι τοΐς άποδεδειγμένοις. σημειον δε και τούτου όταν τα δεικνύμενα δι’ αυτών εν τω αύτω γένει ώσι καί συγγενή.
5 XXIX. Πλείους δ* αποδείξεις είναι τού αυτού εγχωρεΐ ου μόνον εκ τής αυτής συστοιχίας λαμ-βάνοντι μη τό συνεχές μέσον, οΐον τών ΑΒ το Γ και Δ και Ζ, αλλά και εξ ετέρας. οΐον έστω τό Α μεταβάλλειν, τό δ’ εφ’ ώ Δ κινεισθαι, τό δε Β ήδεσθαι, και πάλιν τό H ήρεμίζεσθαι. αληθές ούν ίο και τό Δ τού Β καί τό Α του Δ κατηγορεΐν 6 γάρ ήδόμενος κινείται καί τό κινούμενον μεταβάλλει, πάλιν τό Α του H καί τό H τού Β αληθές κατηγορεΐν · πας γάρ 6 ήδόμενος ηρεμίζεται καί 6 ήρε μ ι-ζόμενος μεταβάλλει, ώστε δι* ετέρων μέσων καί ούκ εκ τής αυτής συστοιχίας 6 συλλογισμός. ου μήν 15 ώστε μηδέτερον κατά μηδετέρου λέγεσθαι τών μέσων’ ανάγκη γάρ τω αύτω τινι άμφω ύπάρχειν.
1 άτεραι Philoponus (?), ci. Mure : erepai Bn : ετερα Ad.
0 Not in the strict sense : cf. Met. XIII (M) ii.
6 The species and their essential attributes.
c If one set of principles is derived from the other, they belong respectively to a lower and a higher branch of the same science.	d The ultimate truths or postulates.
e Sc., with either or both of the extreme terms.
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additional factors is this : a unit is a substance a without position, but a point is a substance with position : I regard the latter as containing an additional factor.
XXVIII.	A science is one if it is concerned with a What single genus or class of objects which are composed J^enceone. of the primary elements of that genus and are p.arts
of it or essential modifications of those parts.b One science is different from another if their principles do not belong to the same genus, or if the principles of the one are not derived from the principles of the other.® This is verified when one reaches the in-demonstrables,d because these must be in the same genus as the things demonstrated. This again is verified when the conclusions proved by their means are in the same genus and cognate.
XXIX.	It is possible to have more than one demon- There may stration of the same conclusion, not only by selecting than oie
a middle term, not directly connected/ from the proof of the same series, e.g., by choosing C or D or F as the Sion?"" middle term for AB, but also by choosing one from another series/ For example, A is change, D being moved, Β pleasure and G relaxation. Then it is true both to predicate D of Β and A of D ; because if a man is pleased he is moved, and that which is moved changes. Again it is true to predicate A of G and G of Β ; because everyone who is pleased relaxes, and one who relaxes changes. Thus the conclusion can be drawn by means of different middle terms which do not belong to the same series. Of course the two middles must not exclude one another ; both must apply to some of the same subject. AVe must 1
1 i.e., another chain of reasoning. There can, however, be only one scientific demonstration of any given fact.
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επισκεφασθαι δε καί διά των άλλων σχημάτων όσαχως ενδεχεται τον αυτόν γενεσθαι συλλογισμόν.
XXX.	Του δ’ από τύχης ούκ εστιν επιστήμη δι* 20 άποδείξεως. ούτε γάρ ως άναγκαΐον οϋθ’ ῶς ἐνι
τό πολύ τό απὸ τύχης ἐστίν, αλλά τό παρά ταῦτα γιγνόμενον ή δ’ άπόδειξις θατερου τούτων, πας γάρ συλλογισμός ή δι* αναγκαίων ή διά τώυ ιῖς ἐνι τό πολύ προτάσεων και ει μεν αι προτάσεις άναγ-25 Λαῖα ι, και τό συμπέρασμα άναγκαΐον, ει δ’ <ός em τό πολύ, και τό συμπέρασμα τοιοντον. ωστ ει τό από τύχης μήθ' ως επί τό πολύ μήτ* άναγκαΐον, ούκ αν εϊη αύτοϋ άπόδειξις.
XXXI.	Οόδἐ δι αΙσθήσεως εστιν επίστασθαι. ει γάρ καί εστιν ή αϊσθησις του τοιοΰδε καί μη τοΰδε
30 τινος, άλλ* αίσθάνεσθαί γε άναγκαΐον τόδε τι καί που καί νυν. τό δε καθόλου καί επί πασιν αδύνατον αίσθάνεσθαί* ου γάρ τάδε ουδέ νΰν ου γάρ αν ήν καθόλου* τό γάρ αει καί πανταχοΰ καθόλου φαμεν Ι είναι, επεί οΰν αι μεν αποδείξεις καθόλου, ταϋτα δ’ ούκ εστιν αίσθάνεσθαί, φανερόν δτι οὑδ* επίστα-35 σθαι δι’ αίσθήσεως εστιν, αλλά δῆλον δτι καί ει ήν αίσθάνεσθαί τό τρίγωνον δτι δυσίν όρθαΐς ΐσας εχει τάς γωνίας, εζητοΰμεν αν άπόδειξιν καί ούχ
α It is tempting to regard this observation as a sort of “ marginal jotting ” in Aristotle’s lecture notes. The project is not carried out.
b For chance see Physics II. iv-vi, and cf. Met. 1064 b 32 ff.
c When we perceive a sensible object, what we perceive is, in one sense, a complex of sensible qualities (colour, shape, size, etc.) which constitute a recognizable type. But the 156
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examine this point in the other figures to see in how many ways it is possible to draw the same inference.®
XXX.	There can be no demonstrative knowledge
of the fortuitous.b	What happens by chance is
neither a necessary nor a usual event, but something which happens in a different way from either; whereas demonstration is concerned with one or the other of them. Every syllogism proceeds through premisses which are either necessary or usual ; if the premisses are necessary, the conclusion is necessary too ; and if the premisses are usual, so is the conclusion. Hence if the fortuitous is neither usual nor necessary, there can be no demonstration of it.
XXXI,	Scientific knowledge cannot be acquired by sense-perception. Even granting that perception is of the object as qualified, and not of a mere particular,0 still what we perceive must be a particular thing at a particular place and time. On the other hand a universal term of general application cannot be perceived by the senses, because it is not a particular thing or at a given time ; if it were, it would not be universal; for we describe as universal only that which obtains always and everywhere. Therefore since demonstrations are universal, and univer-sals cannot be perceived by the senses, obviously knowledge cannot be acquired by sense-perception. Again it is obvious that even if it were possible to perceive by the senses that the sum of the angles of a triangle is equal to two right angles, we should still require a proof of this ; we should not (as some d
fact remains that the object perceived is only one particular instance of the type.
d e.g., Protagoras—if Plato represents his meaning fairly (which is questionable) in Theaetetus 151 e. Cf. Diogenes Laertius ix. 51.
There is no science of the fortuitous.
Sense-perception cannot give scientific knowledge,
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ώσπερ φασι τινες ήπιστάμεθα· αίσθάνεσθαι μεν γάρ ανάγκη καθ’ έκαστον, η δ* επιστήμη τω1 το καθόλου γνωρίζειν εστίν. διό και ει επί της σελήνής όντες 40 εωρώμεν άντιφράττουσαν την γην, ούκ αν ήδειμεν 88 a την αιτίαν της εκλείφεως. ήσθανόμεθα γάρ αν ότι νυν εκλείπει, καί ου διότι όλως· ου γάρ ην του καθόλου αϊσθησις. ου μην άλλ’ εκ του θεωρεΐν τούτο πολλάκις συμβαΐνον το καθόλου αν θηρευ-σαντες άπόδειξιν ειγομεν' εκ γάρ των καθ’ εκαστα 5 πλειόνων το καθόλου δῆλον, τό δε καθόλου τίμιον, ότι δηλοΐ το αίτιον ώστε περί των τοιουτων ή καθόλου τιμιωτερα των αισθήσεων καί τής νοή-σεως, όσων ετερον το αίτιον περί δε των πρώτων άλλος λόγος.
Φανερόν οὐν ότι αδύνατον τω αίσθάνεσθαι επί-10 στασθαί τι των άποδεικτών,2 ει μη τις τό αίσθάνεσθαι τούτο λεγει, τό επιστήμην εχειν δι’ άπο-δείξεως. εστι μέντοι ενια αναγόμενα εις αίσθήσεως εκλειφιν εν τοις προβλήμασιν. ενια γάρ ει εωρώμεν ούκ αν εζητοΰμεν, ούχ ως είδότες τω όράν, άλλ’ ως εχοντες τό καθόλου εκ του όράν. οιον ει την 15 ύαλον τετρυπημενην εωρώμεν καί τό φώς διιόν,
1 τω] τό Β, Philoponus (?), Ross.
2	αποδεικτικών ABd.
° Particular facts (given by sense-perception) have their causes in ultimate laws or truths (apprehended by intuition). 158
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maintain) know that it is so. Sense-perception must be concerned with particulars, whereas knowledge depends upon recognition of the universal. Hence if we were on the moon and saw the earth intercepting the light of the sun, we should not know the cause of the eclipse. We should only perceive that an eclipse was taking place at that moment; we should have no perception at all of the reason for it, because (as we have seen) sense-perception does not tell us anything about universals. If, however, by observing repeated instances we had succeeded in grasping the universal, we should have our proof; because it is from the repetition of particular experiences that we obtain our view of the universal. The value of the universal is that it exhibits the cause. Thus in considering facts of this kind which have a cause other than themselves, knowledge of the universal is more valuable than perception by the senses or intuition.0 Primary truths call for separate consideration. b
Clearly then it is impossible to acquire knowledge of any demonstrable fact by sense-perception, unless by sense-perception one means the acquisition of knowledge by demonstration. There are some problems, however, which are referable to a failure of sense-perception ; e.g., there are phenomena whose explanation would cause no difficulty if we could see what happens ; not because we know a thing by seeing it, but because seeing it enables us to grasp the universal. For example, if we could see the channels in the burning-glass and the light passing
Logic shows their connexion by proving the specific truth which covers all relevant particulars.
6 CL 100 b 12.
although its limitations may impede our comprehension.
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δῆλον αν rjv καί διά τί καίει, τω opav μῖν χωρίς ἐφ* εκάστης, νόησα ι δ’ άμα οτι επι πασών ούτως.
XXXII.	Τὺς δ* αντάς άρχάς απάντων είναι των συλλογισμών αδύνατον, πρώτον μεν λογικώς θεω-20 ροΰσιν. οι μεν γάρ αληθείς είσι τών συλλογισμών, οι δε φευδεΐς. και γάρ ει1 εστιν αληθές εκ φευδών συλλογίσασθαι, άλλ* άπαξ τούτο γίγνεται, οΐον ει το Α κατά του Γ αληθές, το δε μέσον το Β φεΰδος· ούτε γάρ το Α τω Β υπάρχει ούτε το Β 25 τω Γ. ἀλλ’ εάν τούτων μέσα λαμβάνηται τών προτάσεων, φευδεΐς εσονται διά το παν συμπέρασμα φεΰδος εκ φευδών είναι, τά δ* άληθη εξ αληθών, ετερα δἐ τα φευδη και τάληθη. εΐτα ουδέ τά φευδη εκ τών αυτών εαυτοΐς' εστι γάρ φευδη άλληλοις καί εναντία και αδύνατα άμα είναι, οΐον το την δικαιοσύνην είναι αδικίαν η δειλίαν, και τον 30 άνθρωπον ίππον η βουν, η το ίσον μεΐζον η ελαττον.
Έκ δε τών κείμενων ώδε· ουδέ γάρ τών αληθών αι αύται άρχαι πάντων, ετερα ι γάρ πολλών τω γενει αι άρχαι, και ούδ* εφαρμόττουσαι, οΐον αι μονάδες ταΐς στιγμαΐς ου κ εφαρμόττουσ ι ν αι μεν γάρ ούκ εχουσι θεσιν, αι δἐ εχουσιν. ανάγκη δε 35 γε η εις μέσα άρμόττειν η άνωθεν η κάτωθεν, η
1 el om. ABd.
β According to Gorgias, fr. 5 (Diels) = Theophrastus, de Igne 73.
b CL An. Pr. II. ii-iv.
c This is inaccurate. A false conclusion can have one true premiss, and a true conclusion can have one or both
ijremisses false. Thus there is no guarantee that the irregu-arity “ only happens once.” However, the general distinction between true and false syllogisms is fair enough.
d As being peculiar to different sciences.
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through,® it would also be obvious why it burns ; because we should see the effect severally in each particular instance, and appreciate at the same time that this is what happens in every case.
XXXII. Syllogisms cannot all have the same first Syllogisms principles. (1) This can be shown, in the first place, jSve^he11 by dialectical arguments, (a) Some syllogisms are same_flrst true, others are false. It is, of course, possible to First dia-’ draw a true conclusion from false premisses,b but this only happens once (in a chain of inference) ; e.g., if it is true to assert A of C, but false to assert the middle term B, because A does not apply to Β nor Β to C ; now if we take middle terms in these premisses, the (new) premisses will be false, because every false conclusion is based upon false premisses, whereas true conclusions are drawn from true premisses,0 and what is false is different from what is true. (b) Even false conclusions do not always have Second dia-identical first principles ; because a false judgement pr^fal may either involve a contradiction, e.g., that justice is injustice or that the equal is greater or smaller ; or incompatibility, e.g., that justice is cowardice, or that a man is a horse or an ox.
(2) The impossibility can be shown from what we Five logical have established already, as follows, (a) Not even all arguments* true syllogisms have the same principles. Many have first principles which are genetically different,d and cannot be interchanged ; as for example units cannot be interchanged with points, since the latter have position and the former have not. In any case the terms e must be introduced either as middles, or as majors or minors, to the original terms ; or partly as
e Sc., belonging to the principle of the second science, by which it is hoped to prove the facts of the first.
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τους μὲν εΐσω έχειν τούς δ* έξω των ορών, <χλλ’ ονδἐ των κοινών αρχών οΐόν τ’ elvai τινας εξ ών 88 b άπαντα άειχθήσεται (λέγω δἐ κοινάς οΐον το παν φαν αι ἣ άποφάν αι)· τα γάρ γένη τών οντων έτερα, και τα μεν τοΐς ποσοΐς τα δἐ τοΐς ποιοΐς υπάρχει μόνοις, μεθ’ ών δείκνυται διά τών κοινών, ἔτι αι άρχαι ου πολλώ έλάττους τών συμπερασμάτων 5 άρχαι μεν γάρ αι προτάσεις, αι δἐ προτάσεις η προσ-λαμβανομένου ορού η έμβαλλομένου είσίν. έτι τα συμπεράσματα άπειρα, οι δ’ οροί πεπερασμένοι, έτι αι άρχαι αι μεν εξ άνάγκης, αι δ’ ενΰεχόμεναι.
Οϋτω μεν οΰν σκοπουμένοις α δυνατόν τάς αύτάς ίο είναι πεπερασμένας, άπειρων οντων τών συμπερασμάτων. ει δ9 άλλως πως λέγοι τις, οΐον δτι α'ώί * 6
α Sc., so that terms from different genera will be predicated of one another ; which is impossible (75 b 10).
6 It would be truer to say that the common principles provide the general conditions of the proof which is drawn from the special principles.
6 This argument smacks of equivocation. In the hypothesis that all syllogisms have the same άρχαι the word άρχαι seems to bear the sense of “ ultimate principles,” which might well be expected to be few in comparison with the many conclusions drawn from them. On the other hand premisses are surely άρχαι only as “ starting-points ” relatively to the conclusion. If there is no equivocation, the hypothesis is equivalent to “ All syllogisms have the same premisses,” which scarcely needs refutation.
The effects of adding terms to a syllogism have been considered in An. Pr. 42 b 16 ff., where Aristotle decides that “ there will be many more conclusions than either terms or premisses.” Noting the inconsistency, Ross suspects that the present passage expresses an earlier and superficial view. But the rule stated in the other passage (quoted by Ross in 162
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the former and partly as the latter.® (b) It is impossible that any of the common principles (e.g., the law of the excluded middle) should serve as premisses for all proofs ; because subjects belong to different genera, some of which are predicated only of quantities and others only of qualities. It is with the help of these that proofs are effected by means of the common first principles.6 (c) The principles are not much fewer in number than the conclusions ; because the premisses are principles, and premisses are formed by adding another term either externally or internally.0 (id) The conclusions are infinite in number whereas the terms are finite.(e) Some principles are apodeictic, others problematic.6
If we regard the question in this way the principles cannot be the same for all or finite in number when the conclusions are infinite. (3) Supposing that “ the Answers to the form “ n premisses give n(n - 1) conclusions ”) is valid
only if we deny the name “ premiss ” to those conclusions from which as premisses the remaining conclusions are proved, 1E.g., to take one of Ross’s examples : “ from four premisses ‘A is B,’ ‘ Β is C,’ ‘ C is D,’ ‘ D is E ’ we get six conclusions ‘ A is C,’ ‘A is D,’ ‘A is K,’ ‘ Β is D,’ ‘ 15 is E,’
‘ C is E ’ ” ; here only the first, fourth and sixth are proved directly from the original four premisses ; the remainder are proved by the help of three further premisses supplied from the conclusions. By this more accurate reckoning the premisses will always be one more than the conclusions, so Aristotle’s statement iri the present passage (if treated as a meiosis) is not far from the truth.
d The conclusions are infinitely many because we know of no limit that can be set to them ; but the principles, if “ the same for all,” must be limited, and so must the premisses and terms, if the premisses are principles. Yet we have just seen that the principles are “ not much fewer ” than the conclusions.
e And the conclusions drawn from them differ accordingly.
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μεν γεωμετρίας αίδί δε λογισμών αίδί δε ιατρικής, τί αν είη το λεγόμενον άλλο πλήν οτ ι είσίν άρχαΐ των επιστημών; το δε τας αντάς φάναι γελοΐον, 15 οτ ι αὐτοὶ α νταΐς αι ανταί· πάντα γάρ οντω γίγνεται ταντά. άλλα μην ονδέ το εξ απάντων δείκννσθαι ότιοΰν, τοΰτ* ἐστὶ τό ζητεῖν απάντων είναι τας αντας άρχάς· λίαν γάρ ενηθες. ο ντε γάρ εν τοΐς φανεροΐς μαθημασι τούτο γίγνεται, οντ εν τη αναλύσει δυνατόν αι γάρ άμεσοι προτάσεις άρχαί, 20 ετερον δε σνμπερασμα προσληφθείσης γίγνεται προ-τάσεως άμεσον, ει δἐ λεγοι τις τάς π ρωτάς άμε-σονς προτάσεις ταντας είναι άρχάς, μία εν εκάστω γενει ἐστίν, ει δἐ μητ εξ άπασών ώς δέον δείκ-ννσθαι ότιοΰν μήθ' όντως ετερας ώσθ’ εκάστης επιστήμης εΐναι ετερας, λείπεται ει σνγγενεΐς αι 25 άρχαϊ πάντων, άλλ9 εκ τωνδί μεν ταδί, εκ δε τωνδι ταδί. φανερόν δε και τονθ' ότι ονκ ενδέχεται· δέδεικται γάρ ότι άλλαι άρχαί τω γενει είσίν αι τών διαφόρων τω γενει. αι γάρ άρχαί διτταί, εξ ών τε καί περί ο* αι μεν ονν εξ ών κοιναί, αι δε περί δ ίδιαι, οΐον αριθμός, μέγεθος. * 6
° Viz., the definition of the subject-matter.
6 In ch. vii.
c CL 75 b 2,
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same ” is used with another meaning, as if one should say “ these are the very principles of geometry and these of arithmetic and these of medicine,” this would simply mean no more than that there are principles of the sciences. It is absurd to say that they are the same as themselves ; because on this basis anything can be called the same. (4) Nor again does the attempt to maintain that all syllogisms have the same principles mean that any given proposition can be proved from the totality of first principles. This would be too absurd. It is not the case in the mathematical sciences whose methods are obvious ; and it is not possible in analysis, because here it is the immediate premisses that are the first principles, and each new conclusion is formed by the addition of a new immediate premiss. (5) If it be suggested that it is the primary immediate premisses that are the first principles, there is one a in each genus. (6) If, however, while it is not claimed that any conclusion must be provable from the totality of the first principles, it is still denied that the latter differ to the extent of being genetically different for each science, it remains to consider whether the first principles of all propositions are cognate, but some are proper to the proofs of one and some to those of another particular science. It is obvious however that even this is impossible, because we have shown b that the first principles of things which differ in genus are themselves genetically different. The fact is that first principles are of two kinds : the premisses from which demonstration proceeds, and the genus with which the demonstration is concerned.0 The former are common, while the latter (e.g., number and magnitude) are peculiar.
possible objections or evasions.
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30 XXX11I. Τό δ* επιστητόν καί επιστήμη διαφέρει
\ τοΰ δοξαστοΰ και δόξης, ότι η μεν επιστήμη καθόλου και δι αναγκαίων, τό δ* άναγκαΐον ούκ ενδέχεται άλλως εχειν. ἐστι δε τινα άληθη μεν και όντα, ενδεχόμενα δἐ και άλλως εχειν. δηλον οΰν ότι περί μεν ταΰτα επιστήμη ούκ ἐστιν εϊη γαρ 35 αν αδύνατα άλλως εχειν τα δυνατά άλλως εχειν. άλλα μην ουδέ νοΰς (λέγω γαρ νουν αρχήν επιστήμης) ουδ* επιστήμη αναπόδεικτος (τοΰτο δ* εστιν 89&ύπόληφις της άμεσου προτάσεως). άληθης δ* εστι νοΰς και επιστήμη και δόξα και τό διά τούτων λεγόμενον ώστε λείπεται δόξαν είναι περί τό αληθές μεν ή φεΰδος, ενδεχόμενον δε και άλλως εχειν. τοΰτο δ* εστιν ύπόληφις τής άμεσου προτάσεως 5 και μη άναγκαίας. και όμολογούμενον δ’ ούτω τοι? φαινομενοις- ή τε γάρ δόξα άβεβαιον, και ή φύσις ή τοιαύτη. προς δἐ τούτοις ούδεις οΐεται δόξαζειν όταν οΐηται άδύνατον άλλως εχειν, άλλ* επίστασθαι - άλΧ όταν είναι μεν ούτως, ου μήν άλλά και άλλως ούδεν κωλύειν, τότε δοξάζειν, ως ίο τοΰ μεν τοιούτου δόξαν οΰσαν, τοΰ δ* άναγκαίου επιστήμην.
Π ῶν οΰν εστι τό αυτό δοξάσαι καί επίστασθαι, και διά τί ούκ εσται1 ή δόξα επιστήμη, ει τις θησει άπαν δ οΐδεν ενδεχεσθαι δοξάζειν; άκολουθήσει
1 Ζστιν De.
β It does not seem that Aristotle intends any distinction between intuition and indemonstrable knowledge.
6 i.e., mental states or activities.
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XXXIII.	Knowledge and its object differ from Knowledge opinion and its object in that knowledge is of the ^£rasted universal and proceeds by necessary propositions ; opinion, and that which is necessary cannot be otherwise ; but there are some propositions which, though true and real, are also capable of being otherwise. Obviously it is not knowledge that is concerned with these ; if it Avere, that which is capable of being otherwise would be incapable of being otherwise.
Nor is it intuition—by which I mean the starting-point of knowledge—or indemonstrable knowledge,® which is the apprehension of an immediate premiss.
But the only things b that are true are intuition, knowledge and opinion, and the discourse resulting from these. Therefore we are left with the conclusion that it is opinion that is concerned with that which is true or false and which may be otherwise. In other Opinion is words opinion is the assumption of a premiss which is tiigent.011' neither mediated nor necessary. This description agrees with observed usage ; for opinion, like events of the character which we have just described, is uncertain. Besides, no one thinks that he is “ opining ” when he thinks that a thing cannot be otherwise ; he thinks that he has knowledge. It is when he thinks that a thing is so, but nevertheless there is no reason why it should not be otherwise, that he thinks that he is opining ; which implies that opinion is concerned with this sort of proposition, while knowledge is concerned with that which must be so.
How, then, is it possible for the same thing to be How can an object of both opinion and knowledge ? and if and'ophSon someone maintains that he can opine everything that have the he knows, what reason can we give to show why ject ? opinion is not knowledge ? Both the man who knows
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γάρ 6 μεν είδῶς 6 δε δοξάζων διά των μέσων εως 15 είς τα άμεσα 0λθη, ώστ* είπε ρ εκείνος οίδε, καί 6 δοξάζων οΐδεν. ώσπερ γάρ και το ότι δόξαζειν εστι, καί το διότι· τούτο δε το μέσον, ή εί μεν ούτως νπολήφεται τα μη ενδεχόμενα άλλως έχειν ώσπερ [ἐχει]1 τους ορισμούς δι* ών αι αποδείξεις, ου δοξάσει άλλ’ επιστησεται’ ει δ* αληθή μεν είναι, 20 ον μέντοι τα ΰτά γε α ύτοΐς ύπαρχε ιν κατ* ουσίαν και κατά τό είδος, δοξάσει καί ούκ επιστησεται αληθώς, και το ότι και το διότι, εάν μεν διά των άμεσων δοξάση· εάν δε μη διά των άμεσων, τό ότι μόνον δοξάσει; τον δ’ αντοΰ δόξα και επιστήμη ου πάντως εστίν, άλΧ ώσπερ και φευδής και άλη-25 θης του αντοΰ τρόπον τινά, οντω και επιστήμη και δόξα τον αντοΰ. και γάρ δόξαν αληθή και φενδή ως μεν τινες λεγονσι τοΰ αντοΰ είναι, άτοπα συμβαίνει αιρεΐσθαι άλλα τε και μη δοξάζειν ο δοξάζει φευδώς· επει 8ἐ τό αυτό πλέοναχώς λεγεται, εστι 30 μεν ως ενδέχεται, εστι 8’ ως ου. τό μεν γάρ σύμμετρον είναι την διάμετρον αληθώς δοξάζειν άτοπον άλλ’ ότι ή διάμετρος, περί ήν αι δόξαι, τό αυτό, οντω τοΰ αντοΰ, τό δε τί ήν είναι εκατέρω κατά τον λόγον ου τό αυτό, ομοίως δε και επιστήμη και δόξα τοΰ αντοΰ. ή μεν γάρ ούτως τοΰ ζώου ώστε 35 μη ένδέχεσθαι μη είναι ζώον, ή δ’ ώστ’ ενδέχεσθαι,
1 sed. Ross : εχειν Μ, Bekker, Waitz.
β Of. the discussion of the Law of Contradiction in Met. IV (Γ) iv*viii.
b The true opinion—that the diagonal is incommensurable —recognizes a property of the diagonal which follows from its essence as expressed in definition ; the contrary false opinion does not.
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and the man who opines will proceed by means of the middle terms until they reach the immediate premisses ; so that if the former knows, so does the latter ; because it is equally possible to opine the fact and the reason for it ; i.e., the middle term.
The solution is probably this. If you apprehend Because propositions which cannot be otherwise in the same [fdiffer-^ way as you apprehend the definitions through which entiy, demonstrations are effected, you will have not opinion but knowledge ; but if you only apprehend that the attributes are true and not that they apply in virtue of the essence and specific nature of their subject, you will have not true knowledge but an opinion, of both the fact and the reason for it,—that is, if you have reached your opinion through the immediate premisses ; otherwise you will have an opinion only of the fact. It is not in every sense that opinion and just as true knowledge have the same object, but only in the sense opinion do, that true and false opinion have, in a manner, the same object. (The sense in which some authorities a hold true and false opinion to apply to the same object involves, amongst other absurdities, the view that false opinion is not opinion at all.) Since “ the same ” is an equivocal expression, there is a sense in which this is possible, and another in which it is not. It would be absurd to have a true opinion that the diagonal of a square is commensurable with the sides ; but since the diagonal, with which the opinions are concerned, is the same, in this sense the true and the false opinion have the same object ; but the essence (in accordance with the definition) of the two objects is not the same.** It is in this sense that knowledge and opinion can have the same object. Knowledge knowledge Apprehends the term “ animal ” as a necessary, essential1
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οΐον el η μεν οπερ ανθρώπου ἐστιν, η δ* ανθρώπου μεν, μη οπερ δ’ ανθρώπου, τ 6 αύτο γαρ οτ ι άνθρωπος, το δ’ ως ου το αυτό.
Φανερόν δ’ εκ τούτων οτι ούδε δοζάζεlv άμα το αύτο καί επίστασθαι ενδεχεται. αμα γαρ αν εχοι 89 b ύπόληφιν του άλλως εχειν καί μη άλλως το αυτό · οπερ ούκ ενδεχεται. εν άλλω μεν γαρ εκάτερον είναι ενδεχεται του αύτοΰ ως εϊρηται, εν δε τω αύτω ούδ’ ούτως ο ιόν τε· εξει γαρ ύπόληφιν άμα, οΐον οτι 6 άνθρωπος οπερ ζωον (τούτο γαρ ην το 5 μη ενδεχεσθαι είναι μη ζωον) και μη οπερ ζωον* τούτο γαρ έστω1 το ενδεχεσθαι.
Τα δε λοιπά πώς δει διανεΐμαι επί τε διανοίας και νοΰ και επιστήμης και τέχνης και φρονησεως και σοφίας, τα μεν φυσικής τα δε ηθικης θεωρίας μάλλον ἐστιν.
ίο XXXIV. Ή δ’ αγχίνοιά ἐστιν ευστοχία τις εν άσκεπτω χρόνιο τού μέσου, οΐον ει τις ιδών οτι η σελήνη το λαμπρόν αει εχει προς τον ήλιον, ταχύ ενενόησε διά τί τούτο, οτι διά το λάμπειν από τού ήλιου’ η διαλεγόμενον πλουσίω εγνω διότι δανει-15 ζεται’ η διότι φίλοι, οτ ι εχθροί τού α ύτού. πάντα γάρ τα αίτια τά μέσα [ά]2 ιδών τά άκρα εγνώρισεν.
1 earai Α2.	2 sed. Ross : om. Philoponus (?).
β Ο/. 73 b 16 ff.
b Exact equivalents are hard to find in English, διάνοια is a comprehensive term for coherent thinking ; vovs is direct apprehension of the indemonstrable {cf. De Anima III. iv-vii); επιστήμη is the logical exploration of scientific facts ; τέχνη the application of thought to production ; φρόνησις the appreciation of moral values ; σοφία the study of reality at the highest level. The last five are discussed in Eth. Nic. VI. iii-vii.
170
POSTERIOR ANALYTICS, I. xxxiii-xxxiv
opinion as a contingent attribute ; e.g., knowledge apprehends it as essentially predicable of “ man ” ; opinion as predicable of “ man ” but not essentially. The subject “ man ” is the same in both cases, but the mode of predication is not the same.
These considerations make it clear that it is impossible to have opinion and knowledge at the same time about the same object ; otherwise one would apprehend that the same thing both could and could not be otherwise, which is impossible. Knowledge and opinion of the same object may exist separately in different minds in the sense which we have explained ; but they cannot so exist in the same mind. This would imply the apprehension at one and the same time (e.g.) that man is essentially an animal (we have seen a that this is what it means to say that it is impossible for man not to be an animal) and is not essentially an animal (which we may take to be the meaning of the contrary assertion).
How the other modes of thought should be distributed between cogitation, intuition, science, art, practical intelligence and wisdom will be better considered partly by natural science and partly by ethics.b
XXXIV.	Quickness of wit is a sort of flair for hitting upon the middle term without a moment’s hesitation. A man sees that the moon always has its bright side facing the sun, and immediately realizes the reason : that it is because the moon derives its brightness from the sun ; or he sees someone talking to a rich man, and decides that it is because he is trying to borrow money ; or he understands why people are friends, because they have a common enemy. In all these cases, perception of the extreme terms enables him to recognize the cause or middle term.
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connexion where opinion does not.
Hence one cannot have both at once about the same object.
Other modes of thought to be discussed elsewhere.
Quickness of wit.
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89 b
το λαμπρόν είναι το προς τον ήλων ἐφ5 ου Α, το λάμπειν από τον 'ήλιον Β, σελήνη το Γ. υπάρχει δη τή μεν σελήνη τω Γ τό Β, τό λάμπειν από του ήλων* τω δε Β το Α, το προς τουτ είναι το 20 λαμπρόν άφ’ ον λάμπει' ώστε και τω Ρ τό Α διά του Β.
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A stands for “ bright side facing the sun,” Β for “ deriving brightness from the sun,” and C for “ moon.” Then B, “ deriving brightness from the sun,” applies to C, “ moon,” and A, “ having its bright side facing the source of its brightness, applies to B. Thus A applies to C through B.
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b 23 I. Τα ζητούμενα εστιν ϊσα τον αριθμόν όσαπερ επιστάμεθα. ζητοΰμεν δε τετταρα, τό ότι, το 25 διότι, ει ἐστι, τί ἐστιν, όταν μῖν y<xp πότερον τόδε τ) τόδε ζητώμ€ν, els αριθμόν θεντες, οΐον πότερον εκλείπει 6 ήλιος ή ου, το οτι ζητοΰμεν. σημεῖον δἐ τούτον εύρόντες γάρ οτι εκλείπει πεπαυμεθα· καί εάν εξ αρχής είδώμεν οτι εκλείπει, ον ζητοΰμεν πότερον. όταν είδώμεν το οτι, τό διότι ζητοΰ-30 μεν, οΐον είδότες οτι εκλείπει και ότι κινείται ή γή, τό διότι εκλείπει ή διότι κινείται ζητοΰμεν. ταϋτα μεν οΰν ούτως, ενια δ’ άλλον τρόπον ζητοΰμεν, οΐον ει εστιν ή μή εστι κένταυρος ή θεός (τό δ’ ει εστιν ή μή απλώς λέγω, άλλ* οΰκ εΐ λευκός ή μή)· γνόντες δε ότι εστι, τί εστι ζητοΰμεν, οΐον τί οΰν εστι θεός, 35 ή τί εστιν άνθρωπος;
II. *Ά μεν οΰν ζητοΰμεν και α εύρόντες ίσμεν, ταΰτα και τοσαΰτά εστιν. ζητοΰμεν δε, όταν μεν ζητώ μεν τό ότι ή τό ει εστιν απλώς, αρ' εστι μέσον
α i.e., a predicate as well as a subject.
b The four questions intended seem clearly to be (1) Is S Ρ ? (2) Why is S Ρ ? (3) Does S exist ? (4) What is (the 174
BOOK II
I. There are four kinds of question that we ask, book ii. and they correspond to the kinds of things that we ^2Jt?on know. They are : the question of fact, the question and Defi-of reason or cause, the question of existence, and the t!S four question of essence. (1) When we ask whether this or that is so, introducing a plurality of terms a (e.g., and their whether the sun suffers eclipse or not), we are asking obiects· the question of fact. The proof is that when we have discovered that it does suffer eclipse our inquiry is finished ; and if we know at the outset that it does so, we do not ask whether it does. It is when we know the fact that we ask (2) the reason ; e.g., if we know that the sun suffers eclipse and that the earth moves, we ask the reasons for these facts. That is how we ask these questions ; but there are others which take a different form : e.g. (3) whether a centaur or a god exists. The question of existence refers to simple existence, and not to whether the subject is (say) white or not. When we know that the subject exists, we ask (4) what it is ; e.g., “ what, then, is a god ? ” or “ a man ? ” b
II. These are the four kinds of question which we Each kind ask and the four kinds of knowledge which we have elatestoa when we have discovered the answers. When we middle^ ask the question of fact or of simple existence, we.
definition of) S ?—i.e., it is implied that each is asked about a subject term or substance. But cf. Introd. p. 12.
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α ΰτοΰ ή οΰκ εστιν or αν δἐ γνόντ€ς ή το otl ή εἰ 90 a εστιν, η το επί μέρους ή το απλώς, πάλιν το διά τί ζητώμεν ή το τί ἐστι, τότε ζητοΰμεν τί τό μέσον, λέγω δἐ τό on ή εϊ εστιν επι μέρους καί απλώς, επι μέρους μεν, άρ’ εκλείπει ή σελήνη η αυζεται; ει γάρ εστι τι η μη ἐστι τι εν τοΐς τοιουτοις ζητοΰ-5 μεν απλώς δ*, ει εστιν ή μη σελήνη η νύξ.
Συμβαίνει άρα εν άπάσαις ταις ζητήσεσι ζητεΐν η ει εστι μέσον η τί εστι τό μέσον, τό μεν γάρ αίτιον τό μέσον, εν άπασι δε τούτο ζητείται, άρ* εκλείπει; άρ* εστι τι αίτιον η ου; μετά ταΰτα γνόντες on εστι τι, τί οΰν τοΰτ εστι ζητοΰμεν. τό ίο γάρ αίτιον του είναι μη τοδί η τοδί άλλ* απλώς την ουσίαν, ἣ του1 μη απλώς αλλά τι τών καθ* αυτό η κατά συμβεβηκός, τό μέσον εστιν. λέγω δε τό μεν απλώς τό υποκείμενον, οΐον σελήνην ή γην ή ήλιον ή τρίγωνον, τό δἐ τι εκλειφιν ισότητα ανισότητα, ει 1 τον Bonitz : τό codd.
° The “ thing ” for which the middle term is sought must properly be an attribute or a connexion. It is only in so far as middle term = cause that the formula can be applied to substance. In a strictly teleological system to ask whether a substance exists is to ask whether it has a cause, and to ask what a substance is amounts to demanding a causal definition. (Ross well compares Met. 1041 a 26, b 4, 1043 a 14-21, remarking truly that Aristotle seldom observes this principle of definition.) But, as the examples show, Aristotle is already thinking less of substances than of phenomena and attributes. His analysis is indeed over-simplified.
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are asking whether the thing a has a middle term or not ; but when, after ascertaining that the proposition is a fact or that the subject exists (in other words, that the subject is in a particular sense, or simply is), we then proceed to ask the reason for the fact, or what the subject is, we are asking what the middle term is. In describing the “ fact ” and “ existence ” as particular and simple modes of being I mean this : an example of particular being is “ Does the moon suffer eclipse ? ” or “ Does the moon wax ? ” because in such questions we are asking whether an attribute is predicable of the subject ; an example of simple being is “ Does the moon exist ? ” or “ Does nightb exist ? ”
It follows, then, that in all these questions we are asking either “ Is there a middle term ? ” or “ What is the middle term ? ” because the middle term is because we the cause, and that is what we are trying to find out g£fi5ngaas in every case. “ Does it suffer eclipse ? ” means “ Is cause, there or is there not a cause (for its being eclipsed) ? and then, when we have ascertained that there is a cause, we ask “ then what is the cause ? ” The cause for a substance’s being—not being this or that, but simply existing—and the cause, not for its simply existing, but for its being coupled with some essential or accidental c attribute—is in both cases the middle term. By that which simply exists I mean the subject—moon, earth, sun or triangle—; by that which the subject is in a particular sense I mean the predicate : being eclipsed, equality, inequality, inter-
6 Night is not a substance, like the moon, but either an event or a privative attribute. If Aristotle intends to vary his choice of subject, he should do so explicitly.
c Or rather “ non-essential.” A purely accidental attribute would be outside the scope of science.
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iv μεσω ή μη. εν άπασι γάρ τούτοις φανερόν εστιν
15 on το αυτό ἐστι το τί ἐστι καί διά τί ἔστιν, τί Ιστιν εκλειφις; στέρησις φωτός από σελήνής υπό γης άντιφράξεως. διά τί ἐστιν εκλειφις, η δια τί εκλείπει η σελήνη; διά τό απολείπειν τό φως αντί-φραττουσης τής γης. τί εστι συμφωνία; λόγος 20 αριθμών εν όξεΐ και* 1 βαρεΐ. διά τί συμφωνεί τό οξύ τω βαρεΐ; διά τό λόγον εχειν αριθμών τό οξύ καί τό βαρύ, άρ* εστι συμφωνεΐν τό οξύ και τό βαρύ; άρ* ἐστιν εν άριθμοΐς 6 λόγος αυτών; λαβόντες δ* ότι εστι, τις οΰν ἐστιν 6 λόγος;
'Ότι δ’ εστι του μέσου ή ζήτησις, δηλοΐ όσων τό 25 μέσον αισθητόν, ζητοΰμεν γάρ μη ήσθημενοι, οιον τής εκλείφεως, ει ἐστιν ή μη. ει δ* ήμεν επι τής σελήνης, ούκ αν εζητοΰμεν ουτ ει γίγνεται ούτε δια τί, άλλ* άμα δῆλον αν ήν. εκ γάρ του αϊσθεσθαι και τό καθόλου εγενετό αν ήμΐν είδεναι. ή μεν γάρ 30 αϊσθησις ότι νΰν άντιφράττει (και γάρ δῆλον ότι νυν εκλείπει)· εκ δε τούτου τό καθόλου αν εγενετο.
'Ώσπερ οΰν λεγομεν, τό τί ἐστιν είδεναι ταύτό εστι και διά τί εστιν τούτο δ’ ή απλώς καί μη τών 4 καί η, Philoponus : ἡ.
0 Of the earth, in an eclipse of the moon. That this is the sense of ev μ4σω here seems dear from 95 a 14, 15, 98 b 18 ;
I do not see why Ross takes it to mean “ centrality in the universe,”
6 Viz., 1 : 2 (octave), 2 : 3 (fifth), 3 : 4 (fourth) ; their discovery is attributed to Pythagoras.
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position or non-interposition.® In all these cases it is obvious that the question of essence and the question of cause are identical. Q. “ What is an eclipse ? ”
A. “ The moon’s deprivation of light through obstruction by the earth,” is the same as Q. “ What is the cause of an eclipse ? ” or “ Why does the moon suffer eclipse ? ” A. “ Because the (sun’s) light fails owing to the obstruction of the earth.” Again, Q. “ What is a concord ? ” A. “ A numerical ratio b of high and low pitch,” is the same as Q. “ Why is the high note concordant with the low one ? ” A. Because they exhibit a numerical ratio ” ; and Q. “ Are the high and low notes concordant ? ” is the same as Q. “ Is their ratio numerical ? ” And Avhen we have grasped that it is, the question follows “ Then what is their ratio ? ”
That the object of our inquiry is the middle term This is can be clearly seen in cases where the middle term when the is perceptible by the senses. We ask our question middle term
XL	J	Χ	^	jg pej*C6p*·
when we have not yet perceived whether there is a tibie to middle term or not; e.g., in the case of an eclipse. 8ense*
If we were on the moon, we should ask neither whether nor why it was taking place ; the answers to both questions would be simultaneously obvious, because from the act of perception we should be able to apprehend the universal.0 The fact that the eclipse was now taking place would be obvious, and since sense-perception would tell us that the earth was now obstructing the light, from this the universal would follow.
As we said, then, to know the essence of a thing is To know the the same as to know the cause of it. This is so whether k1iowCthe t0 the subject simply is, apart from being any of its cause.
0	Of. 88 a 12.
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υπαρχόντων τι, ή των υπαρχόντων οΐον ότι δυο όρθαί, ή ότι μ€ΐζον ή ελαττον.
III.	Ὅτι μεν οΰν πάντα τα ζητούμενα μέσου 35 ζήτησίς ἐστι, δήλον * πω? δἐ τό τί ἐστι δείκνυται, και τις ό τρόπος τής αναγωγής, και τί εστιν ορισμός και τίνων, είπωμεν, διαπορήσαντες πρώτον 90 b περί αυτών, αρχή δ* έστω τών μελλόντων ήπερ εστιν οίκειοτάτη τών εχομενων λόγων.
9 Απορήσειε γάρ αν τις, άρ9 εστι τό αυτό και κατο, τό αυτό όρισμώ είδεναι και αποδείξει, ή αδύνατον; 6 μεν γάρ ορισμός του τί εστιν είναι δοκεΐ, τό δἐ 5 τί εστιν άπαν καθόλου και κατηγορικόν' συλλογισμοί δ* είσιν οι μεν στερητικοί, οι δ* ου καθόλου, οΐον οι μεν εν τω δευτερω σχήματι στερητικοί πάντες, οι δ* εν τω τρίτω ου καθόλου, εΐτα ουδέ τών εν τω πρώτω σχήματι κατηγορικών απάντων εστιν ορισμός, οΐον ότι παν τρίγωνον δυσιν όρθαΐς ίο ίσας εχει. τούτου δε λόγος ότι τό επίστασθαί εστιν τό άποδεικτόν1 τό άπόδειξιν όχειν, ώστ ει επί τών τοιουτων άπόδειξις εστι, δήλον ότι Ου κ αν εΐη αυτών καί ορισμός. επίσταιτο γάρ αν τις καί κατά τον ορισμόν, ου κ εχων την άπόδειξιν’ ούδεν γάρ κωλύει μη άμα €χειν. ικανή δε πίστις καί εκ 15 τής επαγωγής· ούδεν γάρ πώποτε όρισάμενοι εγνω-
1 άποδεικτόν c2, Philoponus : αποδεικτικόν Ad : αποδεικτικών BDMnu.
α As usual, Aristotle prepares for his own positive teaching 180
POSTERIOR ANALYTICS, Π. π-m
attributes ; or whether it is one of its attributes, e.g., having the sum of its angles equal to two right angles, or greater or smaller.
III.	It is clear, then, that in all our inquiries we Programme are trying to find a middle term. We must now explain how the essence is brought to light, and in what way it is referable to demonstration, and what definition is, and what things are definable ; first examining the difficulties involved in these questions.®
Let us begin this next section with a discussion First we which is most pertinent to the ensuing inquiry. cues eome
It might be asked whether it is possible to know dimcuities. the same thing in the same respect both by definition Can we^giiin and by demonstration. (1) Definition is generally knowledge held to be of the essence, and essence is always gtrattS°and universal and affirmative, but some conclusions are definition ? negative and some are not universal. E.g., all those thing Πο-Υ in the second figure are negative, and those in the third are not universal. (2) Again, even the affirmative conclusions in the first figure are not all appropriate to definition (e.g., “ every triangle has the sum of its angles equal to two right angles ”). The reason for this is that to have scientific knowledge of what is demonstrable is the same as to have a demonstration of it, and so if demonstration is possible in the case of the aforesaid conclusions, elearly they cannot be definable as well ; otherwise one could know the conclusion in virtue of the definition without possessing the demonstration, since there is no reason why he should not have one without the other. (3) Induction too affords sufficient grounds for holding that definition and demonstration are not the same, be-
(beginning in ch. viii) by an aporematic survey (chs. iii-vii) of possible theories and arguments.
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μεν, ούτε των καθ* αυτό υπαρχόντων ούτε των συμβεβηκότων. ετι εἰ 6 ορισμός ουσίας τινός γνω-ρισμός, τα γε τοιαΰτα φανερόν ότι ουκ ούσιαι.
'Ότι μεν ουν ουκ εστιν ορισμός άπαντος οδπερ και άπόδειξις, δῆλον, τί δαί;1 ου ορισμός, αρα 20 παντός άπόδειξις ἐστιν η ου; εις μεν δη λόγος και περί τούτου 6 αυτός, του γαρ ενός, ἡ εν, μία επιστήμη, ώστ’ εΐπερ τό επίστασθαι τό άποδεικ-τόν εστι τό την άπόόειξιν εχειν, συμβησεταί τι αδύνατον 6 γαρ τον ορισμόν €χων ανευ της άποδει-ξεως επιστησεται. ετι αι αρχαί των αποδείξεων 25 ορισμοί, ων ότι ουκ εσονται αποδείξεις δεδεικται πρότερον η εσονται αι αρχαί άποδεικταί καί των αρχών αρχαί, καί τοϋτ εις άπειρον βαδιεΐται, η τα πρώτα ορισμοί εσονται αναπόδεικτοι.
Άλλ’ αρα, ει μη παντός του αύτοΰ, άλλα τινός του αύτοΰ εστιν ορισμός καί άπόδειξις; η άδύνα-30 τον; ου γαρ εστιν άπόδειξις ου ορισμός, ορισμός μεν γαρ του τί ἐστι καί ουσίας* αι δ* άποδείξεις φαίνονται πάσαι ύποτιθεμεναι καί λαμβάνουσαι τό τί εστιν, οΐον αι μαθηματικοί τί μονάς καί τί τό περιττόν, καί αι άλλαι ομοίως, ετι πάσα άπόδειξις τί κατά τινός δείκνυσιν, οΐον οτ ι εστιν η ουκ εστιν* 35 εν δε τω όρισμώ ούδεν ετερον ετερου κατηγορεΐται, οΐον ούτε τό ζώον κατά του δίποδος ούτε τούτο κατά του ζώου, ουδέ δη κατά του επίπεδου τό
1. δαί Β : δ’.
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cause we never get to know any attribute, whether essential or accidental,® by defining it. Also, (4·) if definition is the method of getting to know the essence, obviously such attributes are not essences.
Clearly then not everything that is demonstrable is also definable. Very well ; is everything that is definable demonstrable, or not ?	(1) One of the norisevery-
arguments given above also applies here. Of one able^lemon-fact, qua one, there is only one knowledge ; therefore strabie; if to know the demonstrable is to possess the demonstration, an impossible result will follow : the possessor of the definition will have knowledge without possessing the demonstration. (2) The starting-points of demonstrations are definitions, and it has been shown above b that of these there can be no demonstration : either the starting-points will be demonstrable, and will have starting-points that are demonstrable, and there will be an infinite regress ; or the primary truths will be indemonstrable definitions.
But perhaps some things, if not all, are both defin- in fact, able and demonstrable. Surely this is impossible ; khSSfde-because (1) there is no demonstration of the defiii- mwistrable able. Definition is of the essence or essential nature, definable, and it is obvious that all demonstrations assume the essence as a received fact ; e.g., mathematics assumes the nature of unity and oddness, and similarly in the other sciences. (2) Every demonstration proves some predicate of some subject, either affirmatively or negatively ; but in a definition nothing is predicated of anything else ; “ animal ” is not predicated of “ two-footed ” nor vice versa, nor is “ figure ” pre-
α CL 90 a 11.
& 72 b 18-25, 84 a 29-b 2.
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σχήμα* ον yap ἐστι τό επίπεδον σχήμα, ουδἐ τό σχήμα επίπεδου, en ετερον τ6 τί ἐστι /ecu on ἕστι
91	a δεΐξαι. ό μεν ovv ορισμός τί ἐστι δηλοΐ, ή δἐ άπό-
δειὼς ἔτι1 ἐστί τάδε κατά τουδε ὴ ον κ εστιν. έτέρον δ ἐ ετέρα άπόδειξις, εάν μη ως μέρος η τι της όλης, τοντο δε λέγω, οτι δέδεικται τό ισοσκελές 5 δίο όρθαΐς, el παν τρίγωνον δέδεικται- μέρος γάρ, τδ δ* οΛον. ταντα δε προς άλληλα ονκ έχει όντως, τό οτι ἐστι και τί ἐστιν οι) γάρ ἐστι θατέρον θάτβρον μέρος.
Φανερόν αρα οτι ούτε ου ορισμός, τοιίτου παντός άπόδειξις, οντε οΰ άπόδειζις, τοντον παντός ορισμός, ούτε2 ολω? του αντον οί/δενός ενδέχεται άμφω ίο έχ€ΐν· ὧστε δήλον ως ονδέ ορισμός και άπόδειξις οντε τό αντό αν εϊη οντε θάτβρον έν θατέρω' και γάρ αν τα νποκείμενα ομοίως εΐχεν.
IV.	Ταυτα μεν ονν μέχρι τοντον διηπορησθω. τον δἐ τί ἐστι πότερον ἐστι συλλογισμός και άπό-δειξις η ονκ ἐστι, καθάπερ ννν ό λόγος νπέθετο; 15 ὀ μεν γα,ρ σνλλογισμός τι κατά τινός δείκννσι διά του μέσον τ ο δε τί εστιν ίδιον τε και εν τω τί ἐστι κατηγορεΐται. ταντα δ* ανάγκη άντιστρέφειν. ει γάρ τό Α τον Γ ΐόιον, δηλον ότι και τον Β και τοντο τον Γ, ώστε πάντα άλληλων. αλλά μην
1 ὅτι ἡ η.	2 Pacius : ώστε.
° By “ definition ” Aristotle means the complex of genus and differentia (e.g. “ two-footed animal ” or “ plane figure bounded by three straight lines ”) which is itself predicated of the definiendum.
6 Aristotle is tiresomely vague in his use of the phrase τί ἐστι, which approximates sometimes to τί ψ είναι, sometimes to ορισμός. Here it seems to mean first one and then the other.	c Cf. note on 73 a 7.
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dicated of “ plane ” ; a plane is not a figure, nor a figure a plane.® (3) To reveal the essence of a thing is not the same as to prove a proposition about it; now definition exhibits the essence, but demonstration proves that an attribute is, or is not, predicated of a subject. Also different things have different demonstrations, unless they are related as part to whole (by this qualification I mean, e.g., that if it is proved that every triangle has the sum of its angles equal to two right angles, this is also proved of the isosceles triangle, “ isosceles ” being the part and “ triangle ” the whole). But the proposition and the essence are not so related, because one is not a part of the other.
It is evident, then, that not everything that is definable is demonstrable, and not everything that is demonstrable is definable ; and that in no case is it possible to have both definition and demonstration of the same thing. Thus it is clear also that definition and demonstration cannot be the same, and that neither can be included in the other ; otherwise their objects would be similarly related.
IV.	The foregoing difficulties may now be regarded as sufficiently stated. But is syllogism or demonstration of the essence possible, or is it impossible, as our discussion assumed just now ? Syllogism proves an attribute of a subject through the middle term ; but the definition b is both (1) peculiar c to its subject and (2) predicated as belonging to its essence. Now (1) terms so related must be convertible ; for if A is peculiar to C, clearly it is also peculiar to 13, and Β to C, so that all are peculiar to one another.** Further,
d Since Λ and C are co-extensive, B, the middle term, must be co-extensive with them both.
It follows that demonstration and definition are quite distinct.
Can a deft-nition be proved syllogisti-cally ?
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καί el το A ev τω τί ἐστιν ύπάρχβυ παντί τω Β, 20 καί καθόλου το Β παντός του F iv τω τί ἐστι λέγεται, ανάγκη καί τό Α iv τω τί ἐστι του Γ λίγεσθαι. el δε μη οϋτω τις Xrjifieται διπλώσας, ούκ ανάγκη έσται τό Α του Γ κaτηγoρeΐσθaι ev τω τί ἐστιν, el τό μέν Α του Β ev τω τί ἐστι, μη καθ’ όσων δέ τό Β ev τω τί ἐστιν, τό δη τί ἐστιν άμφω ταυτα e£ei· 25 έσται άρα και τό Β κατά του Γ τό τί ἐστιν, el δη τό τί ἐστι και τό τί ην elvai άμφω ἑχει, έπϊ του μέσου έσται προτερου τό τί ην είναι, ολως τε, el €στι Seitjai τί ἐστιν άνθρωπος, έστω τό Γ άνθρωπος, τό δἐ Α τό τί έστιν, eiTe ζωον δίπουν eiT* άλλο τι. el τοίνυν συλλογ^ΐται, άνάγκη κατά του 30 Γ1 τό Α παντός κaτηγopeΐσθaι. τούτου2 δ’ έσται άλλος λόγος μέσος, ώστε και τούτο έσται τί ἐστιν άνθρωπος. Λαμβάνει οΰν δ δεῖ δeΐξaι% και γάρ τό Β έσται3 τί ἐστιν άνθρωπος, δεῖ δ’ έν ταΐς δυσὶ προτάσ€σι και τοΐς πρώτοις καί άμέσοις σκoπeΐv^ 35 μάλιστα γάρ φaveρόv τό λeγόμevov γίγveτaι. οι μέν οΰν διά του άντιστρέφ€ΐν δ€ΐκνύντ€ς τί ἐστι ψυχή, η τί ἐστιν άνθρωπος η άλλο ότιοΰν των οντων, τό έξ άρχής αΐτοΰνται, οΐον e'i τις άξιώσeιe φυχην elvai τό αυτό αΰτω αίτιον του ζην, τούτο δ’ άριθμόν αυτόν αυτόν κινούντα· άνάγκη γάρ αΐτησαι
1	Γ scripsi: Β.
2 τούτου] τοΰτο ci. Bonitz, prob. Ross.
3 Ισται ci. Bonitz : ἐστι codd.
a Presumably Aristotle means that the minor premiss (in which Β is predicate) will supply the definition, so that we are assuming what we arc trying to prove.
b It is hard to get a satisfactory sense from the vulgate,
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(2) if A is an essential attribute of all B, and Β is asserted universally and essentially of all C, A must be asserted essentially of C ; but without this double assumption it will not necessarily follow that A is predicated essentially of C—I mean, if A is essentially predicated of B, but Β is not essentially true of everything of which it is predicated. So both Only by a premisses must state the essence ; therefore Β too pnn' will be predicated as essence of C. Then since both premisses state the essence or essential nature, the essence will appear in the case of the middle term before it appears in the conclusion.0 In general, if it is required to prove the essence of “ man,” let C be “man” and A the essence—“two-footed animal,” or whatever else it may be. Then if we are to have a syllogism, A must be predicated of all C.b But this premiss will be mediated by another definition, so that this too will be the essence of “ man.” Thus we are assuming what we are required to prove, since Β will also be the essence of “ man.” We should consider the case, however, in relation to the two premisses and to primary and immediate connexions ; because this throws most light upon the point that we are discussing. Those who try to prove the essence of “ soul ” or “ man ” or anything else by conversion are guilty of petitioprincipii. E.g., suppose that somebody asserts that soul is that which is the cause of its own life, and that this is a self-moving number c ; he is necessarily postulating that soul is
and Bonitz’ τούτο, which Ross adopts, seems barely convincing. I have therefore ventured to write Γ for B, which I suppose to be a “ correction ” made by an editor or copyist who was puzzled by finding Β first at 1. 31.
c Cf. JJe Anima 404 b 29, 408 b 32. The view is ascribed to Xenocrates by Plutarch, Moralia 1012 d.
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91 b την φνχην οπερ αριθμόν είναι αυτόν αυτόν κινοΰντα, ούτως ως το αυτό ον. ου γ α ρ el ακολουθεί το Α τω Β και τούτο τω Γ, εσται τω Γ τό Α τό τί ην είναι, άλλ3 αληθές1 είπεΐν εσται μόνον ούδ3 ει εστι το Α όπερ τι και κατά, του Β κατηγορεΐται παντός.
5 και γάρ το ζωω είναι κατηγορείται κατά του άν-θρώπω είναι· αληθές γάρ παν το άνθρώπω είναι ζωω είναι, ώσπερ και πάντα άνθρωπον ζωον, άλλ3 ούχ ούτως ώστε εν είναι, εάν μεν ούν μη ούτω λάβη, ου συλλογιεΐται οτι το Α εστι τω Γ το τί ην είναι και η ουσία’ εάν δε ούτω λάβη, πρότερον ίο εσται είληφώς τω Γ τί εστι το τί ην είναι [τό Β] .2 ωστ ούκ άποδεδεικταί' τό γάρ εν άρχη εΐληφεν.
V.	* Αλλά μην ούδ3 η διά των διαιρέσεων οδό? συλλογίζεται, καθάπερ εν τη αναλύσει τη περί τα σχήματα είρηται. ούδαμού γάρ ανάγκη γίγνεται 15 τό πράγμα εκείνο είναι τωνδι ον των, άλλ9 ώσπερ ούδ3 ό επάγων άποδείκνυσιν. ού γάρ δει τό συμπέρασμα έρωταν, ούδε τω δούναι είναι, άλλ3 ανάγκη είναι εκείνων οντων, καν μη φη 6 άποκρι-νόμενος. α ρ3 ο άνθρωπος ζωον η άφυχον; εΐτ3 ελαβε ζωον, ού συλλελόγισται. πάλιν άπαν ζωον 20 η πεζόν η ενυδρον’ ελαβε πεζόν, και τό είναι τον άνθρωπον τό ολον, ζωον πεζόν, ούκ ανάγκη εκ των είρημόνων, άλλά λαμβάνει και τούτο, διαφέρει δ3
1 άληθϊς η, Eustratius (?): αληθές ήν.
2	seel. Ross.
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essentially a self-moving number in the sense of being identical with it. For if A is a consequent of B, and Β of C, A will not be the essence of C—it will only be true to predicate it of C ; nor (will A be the essence of C) if A is predicated of all Β as genus of species. Animality is predicated of all humanity, because it is true that all humanity is a species of animality, just as it is true that every man is an animal ; but not in the sense that they are identical.
Thus unless the premisses are taken in the way that we have described, it cannot be inferred that A is the essence or real nature of C ; and if they are so taken, it will have been already assumed what the essence of C is. Therefore the conclusion is not proved, because there has been petitio principii.
V.	Nor again does the method of division lead to A definition a conclusion, as has been explained in my logical by-analysis of the figures.® At no stage do we find the dmsion, for logical necessity that, given certain conditions, the nothing!** object must have the required definition ; the process is just as inconclusive as induction. The conclusion must not be a question, nor stand by concession only ; it must follow necessarily from the premisses, even if the respondent rejects it. (The exponent of division asks) “ Is ‘ man ’ animate or inanimate?” and then assumes “ animate ” ; it is not the result of inference. Next “ every animal is either terrestrial or aquatic,” and he assumes “ terrestrial.” It does not follow necessarily from stated premisses that “ man ” is the whole expression, “ terrestrial animal ” ; he assumes this too. (It makes no differ-
a An. Pr. I. xxxi. The Platonic method of division is illustrated in Sophist 219 a if., Politic us 258 β if. For Aristotle’s view of the proper use of division see chs. xiii and xiv.
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ούδέν έπι πολλών η ολίγων ουτω ποιεΐν τό αύτ6 γάρ ἐστιν. ασυλλόγιστος μεν οΰν καί ή χρηοις γίγνεται τοι? οὔτω μετιοΰσι καί των ενδεχομένων 25 συλλογ ισθηναι. τί γάρ κώλυε ι τούτο αληθές μεν το παν εΐναι κατά του ανθρώπου, μη μέντοι το τί ἐστι μηδέ το τί ην είναι δηλοϋν; ετι τί κωλύει η προσθεΐναι τι η άφελεΐν η ύπερβεβηκέναι της ουσίας;
Ύαΰτα μεν οΰν παρίεται μεν, ενδέχεται δε λΰσαι τω λαμβάνειν τά εν τω τί εστι πάντα, και το 30 εφεξής τη διαιρέσει ποιεΐν, αίτοΰμενον το πρώτον, και μηδέν παραλείπειν. τούτο δἐ άναγκαΐον, ει άπαν εις την διαίρεσιν εμπίπτει και μηδέν ελλείπει-[τοΰτο δ’ άναγκαΐον,]1 άτομον γάρ ηδη δει είναι.
'Αλλά συλλογισμός όμως οΰκ ενεστιν,2 άλλ' εΐπερ, άλλον τρόπον γνώριζειν ποιεί, καί τοΰτο μεν ούδέν 35 άτοπον- ουδέ γάρ ο επάγων ίσως άποδείκνυσιν, άλλ' όμως δηλοΐ τι. συλλογισμόν δ* ου λέγει ο εκ της διαιρεσεως λεγων τον ορισμόν ώσπερ γάρ εν τοΐς συμπεράσμασι τοΐς άνευ τών μέσων, εάν τις είπη ότι τούτων όντων ανάγκη τοδϊ εΐναι, ενδέχεται ερωτησαι διά τί, ούτως και εν τοΐς διαιρετικοΐς 92 a όροις. τί ἐστιν άνθρωπος; ζώον, θνητόν, ύπόπουν, δίπουν, άπτερον. διά τί; παρ' εκάστην πρόσθε-σιν ερεΐ γάρ, καί δείξει τη διαιρέσει, ως οίεται, ότι
1 sed. Waitz.	2 eveanv] ecrri η, Philoponus, Ross.
a i.e., including a non-essential or passing over an essential element in the definition.
b i.e., the next widest.
190
POSTERIOR analytics; II. V
ence whether the process involves many steps or few ; the position is just the same.) Indeed the method, when used in this way, fails to draw even those inferences that are available. It is quite possible that the whole expression should be truly predicable of “ man,” and yet not exhibit the essence or essential nature of man. Besides, what is there to prevent the division from adding something, or omitting something,0 or missing out a step in the definition of the real nature ?
These defects are usually ignored, but they can be dealt with by («) taking at each stage only elements in the essence, (δ) dividing consecutively, always postulating the first b (differentia), and (c) leaving out nothing. This result is bound to follow if the term to be defined is entirely covered by the division (at each stage), without any omission ; for the process must lead directly to a term that requires no further division.
Even so, however, there is no inference in the process ; if it conveys any knowledge to us, it does so in a different way. There is nothing abnormal in this, since presumably induction too proves nothing, but nevertheless it gives us some information. But in selecting the definition by means of division one does not state a logical inference. As in the case of conclusions reached without the use of middle terms, if it is stated that, given certain conditions, such-and-such must follow, one is entitled to ask “ Why ?”, so too in definitions reached by division. What is man ? An animate being—mortal—footed—two-footed—wingless. At every added predicate one may ask “ Why ? ” ; because the divider can state, and prove (as he supposes) by his division, that everything
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though it can be used systematically.
The results of division are not reached by inference.
ARISTOTLE
92 a
παν ἣ θνητόν η αθάνατον, ό he τοιοΰτος λόγος άπας ούκ όστιν ορισμός, ωστ el καί αιτεδεῖςυυτο 5 τη διαιρέσει, άλλ* ο γ’ ορισμός ον συλλογισμός γίγνεται.
VI.	Άλλ’ άρα εστι και άποόβΐξαι τό τί ἐστι κατ ουσίαν, e£ ύποθόσ€ως he, λαβόντα τό μόν τί ην είναι τό έκ των ev τω τί ἐστιν ίδιον/ ταδι δἐ ev τω τί ἐστι μόνα, και Ίδιον τό παν; τούτο γάρ ἐστι τό 10 efvai eKeivo). η πάλιν είληφε τό τί ην elvai και ev τούτω; άνάγκη γάρ διά του μέσου δάξαι. ετι ώσπερ ουδ’ ev σνλλογισμω λαμβάνεται τί ἐστι τό συλλeλoγίσθαι (αει γάρ όλη η μέρος η πρότασις, έξ ών 6 συλλογισμός), ούτως ουδἐ τό τί ην elvai δεῖ eveivai ev τω συλλογισμω, άλλά χωρίς τοΰτο των 15 κείμενων elvai, και προς τον άμφισβητοΰντα el συλ-λελἐγισται η μη, τοΰτο άπαντάν ότι “ τοΰτο γάρ ην συλλογισμός ”· καί προς τον ότι ου τό τί ην elvai συλλeλόγιστaι, ότι “ ναι' τοΰτο γάρ €Κ€ΐτο η μιν τό τί ην elvai.” ωστ€ άνάγκη καί avev τοΰ τί συλλογισμός η τό2 τί ην elvai συλλελογισῦαι τι. 20 Καν έξ ύποθέσ€ως he δ€ΐκνυη, olov el τό3 κακω
1 ίδιον Pacius, Ross : ίδιων.
2 τό] του Bn.	8 το] τω Adn2.
° Which is here lacking, the minor premiss being a mere petitio principii. The hypothetical proof rejected here is used in Top. 153 a if., but dialectically (cf. Cherniss, Aristotle's Criticism of Plato and the Academy, i. 34-6, note 28). b Aristotle is thinking of the first figure (which alone is
192
POSTERIOR ANALYTICS, II. v-vi
is either mortal or immortal; but such a proposition, taken as a whole, is not a definition. Thus even if the proposition could be proved by division, the definition still does not amount to a logical inference.
VI.	It may be suggested, however, that it is One sug-actually possible to demonstrate the essential defini- Shod of tion of a subject hypothetically by assuming that proving a the definition consists of the elements in the essence, not only and is peculiar to the subject; and that this and that	blit
are the only elements in the essence ; and that the improperly aggregate of them is peculiar to the subject, because deflnftion of this aggregate represents its essential nature. But definition as
(1)	surely in this (minor premiss) the definition has once more been assumed ; because proof must proceed through a middle term.® (2) Just as in a syllogism we do not assume (as a premiss) the definition of syllogism (since the premisses from which the conclusion is drawn are always related as whole and part b), so neither must the definition of definition appear in the syllogism c—it must be something apart from the premisses laid dowii; and when an opponent disputes whether there has been syllogistic proof or not, we should (be able to) answer “ Yes, because we agreed that that is what syllogism is ” ; and if one objects that the syllogism has not proved the definition, “ Yes, because that is what definition was assumed to be.” Thus we must have already drawn some inference without (using as a premiss) the definition of syllogism or of definition.d
Equally invalid is proof from a hypothesis in the Another
useful for establishing scientific facts) where the relation is normally genus : species or species : sub-species.
c Sc. by which we hope to prove a particular definition.
d Sc., before appealing- to the said definition, which is a pre-condition, not a part, of the argument.
m
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ἐστι τό διαιρετά) είναι, τό1 δ* εναντίω τό τῷ εναντίω (εναντίω)2 εΐναι, όσοις εστι τι Εναντίον τό δ* αγαθόν τω κακά) Εναντίον καί τό αδιαίρετον τω διαιρετά)' ἐστιν αρα το άγαθω είναι τό αδιαίρετοι είναι, καί γάρ ενταύθα λαβών τό τί ην είναι 25 δείκνυσΐ’ λαμβάνει δ’ εις τό δεΐξαι τό τί ην είναι, ετερον μέντοι■ έστω’ καί γαρ εν ταΐς άποδείξεσιν, ότι ἐστι τάδε κατά τοΰδε άλλα μη αυτό, μηδε ου 6 αυτός λόγος, και αντιστρέφει.
Π/ῶς άμφοτερους δε, τον τε κατά διαίρεσιν δεικ-νυντα και προς τον ουτω συλλογισμόν, τό αυτό 30 άπόρημα- διά τί εσται 6 άνθρωπος ζωον [δΐ7Γουυ]3 πεζόν, άλλ* ου ζωον και πεζόν; εκ γάρ των λαμ-βανομενων ούδεμία ανάγκη εστϊν εν γίγνεσθαι τό κατηγορούμενον, άλλ* ώσπερ αν άνθρωπος 6 αυτός εϊη μουσικός και γραμματικός.
VII.	Πώ$· οΰν δη 6 οριζόμενος δείξει την ουσίαν 35 η τό τί εστιν; ούτε γάρ ως άποδεικνυς εξ όμολο-γουμενων είναι δηλον ποιήσει ότι ανάγκη εκείνων όντων ετερόν τι είναι (άπόδειξις γάρ τούτο), ουθ* ως 6 επάγων διά των καθ* εκαστα δήλων όντων,
1	τό Bonitz : τω.
2	ἐναντία» add. Bonitz.
3	Βίπουν seclusi : Βίπουν πεζόν codd. : πεζόν δίπουν comm., Ross, qui post καί πεζόν add. και Βίπουν.
α This method of proof, εκ του εναντίου, is illustrated and discussed in Topics 153 a 26-b 24 and 147 a 29-b 25 (where it is criticized as in the present passage). It was freely used in the Academy ; cf. Cherniss, op. cit. i. 36-38.
b Speusippus’ view ; for the evidence see Cherniss, loc. cit.
c Viz., that of the subject’s contrary.
d The major term.
e To secure consistency we must either bracket Βίπουν here or add καί Βίπουν in 1. 30. The former course seems
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following way a : If evil is definable as divisibility,6 and if any term that has a contrary is definable by the contrary of that contrary’s definition, and if good is contrary to evil, and indivisibility to divisibility, then goodness is definable as indivisibility. Here too the proof first assumes the definition, and assumes it to prove the definition. “ But it is a different definition.” c Granted, (but the objection still holds,) because in demonstrations too we assume that one term is predicable of another, but it d must not be the very term (that is to be proved), nor one which has the same definition or rather is correlative with it.
Both the opponent who attempts proof by division and the one who offers syllogism in this form have to face the same difficulty : why should “ man ” be “ terrestrial animal ” e and not “ terrestrial ” and “ animal ” ? There is nothing in the assumptions to make it necessary that the predicate should be a unity, and not (consist of non-essential attributes), as the same man may be musical and literary/
VII.	How then can the person who is trying to define prove the essence or definition ? (1) He cannot exhibit deductively from admitted facts that, given these facts, a conclusion distinct from them must follow—that is demonstration ; nor can he show inductively by enumeration of manifest particular instances that every case is like this, because none
better. Only two attributes are required, and I believe δίπουν to be an intruder from the parallel passages in Met. 1037 b II ff., 1045 a 14 if., where the attributes are ζωον and δίπουν. The fact that the commentators have δίπουν after πςζόν may point the same way, since an added word is always liable to displacement.
1 Cf. Met. locc. citt. Aristotle gives his own solution of the “ difficulty ” in the latter passage.
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assumes a term correlative with
the essence.
None of these proofs shows that the definition is a unity.
How can one prove the essence ? (l)If
neither deductively nor inductively, how else ?
ARISTOTLE
92 b οτι παν όντως τῷ μηδέν άλλως' ον γάρ τί ἐστι δείκννσ ιν, άλλ οτ ι η εστιν η ονκ εστιν. τις ονν άλλος τρόπος λοιπός; ον γάρ δὴ δείξει γε τῇ αίσθησει η τω δακτνλω.
Έτι πώς δείξει τό τί ἐστιν; ανάγκη γάρ τον 5 ειδότα το τί ἐστιν άνθρωπος η άλλο ότιοΰν, είδεναι καί ἔτι εστιν τό γάρ μὴ ον ονδεις οΐδεν ότι εστιν, αλλά τί μεν σημαίνει 6 λόγος η το όνομα, όταν εΐπω τραγέλαφος, τί δ’ εστι τραγέλαφος άδννατον είδεναι. αλλά μην ει δείξει τί εστι και ότι εστι, πώς τω αντώ λόγω δείξει; ο τε γάρ ορισμός εν ίο τι δηλοΐ και ή άπόδειξις· τό δε τί ἐστιν άνθρωπος καί τό είναι άνθρωπον άλλο.
Εἶτα και δι άποδείξεώς φαμεν άναγκαΐον είναι δείκννσθαι άπαν ότι εστιν, ει μη ονσία εΐη. τό δ* εΐναι ονκ ονσία ονδενί· ον γάρ γένος τό ον. άπό-15 δειξις άρ’ εσται ότι εστιν. όπερ και ννν ποιοΰσιν αι επιστημαι’ τί μεν γάρ σημαίνει τό τρίγωνον, ελαβεν 6 γεωμετρης, ότι δ* εστι, δείκννσιν. τί ονν δείξει ο οριζόμενος τί εστιν; η1 τό τρίγωνον; είδώς άρα τις όρισμώ τί εστιν, ει εστιν ονκ εϊσεται. άλλ’ άδννατον.
Φανερόν δε και κατά τούς ννν τρόπονς τών 1 τί ἐστιν; η] η τί εστι Ross.
0 Strictly “ goat-deer,” a type of fabulous animal; cf. An. Pr. 49 a 24.
6 It is hard to accept Ross’s ο τι εστιν. Aristotle could not, like a modern editor, make his meaning plain by spacing and accentuation ; and without these aids, in such a context, the phrase would have been quite misleading. In b 6 above, on the other hand, the sense is sufficiently obvious.
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is otherwise ; for this does not prove what the subject is, but the fact that it is, or is not. What other way then remains ? because he cannot presumably prove (the definition) by reference to sense-perception, or point to it with his finger.
(2)	How can one prove the essence ? Anyone who (2) Know-knows what “ man,” or any other thing is must also essenceSm-know that it is ; because no one knows what a non- ^esekofOW' existent tiling is. (He may know the meaning of a existence; phrase, or of a name if, e.g., I speak of a unicorn ° ; cannot beth but it is impossible to know what a unicorn is.) But proved by
(a)	if it is proposed to prove what a thing is and that argument, it is, how can they be proved by the same argument ?
Both definition and demonstration give us one piece of information ; but what man is and that man is are two different things.
(h) Again, we hold that it is by demonstration that (ft) if the everything must be proved to exist,5 except essence ; SisUnc^we and existence is not the essence of anything, because C™ have being is not a genus.c So there will be demonstra- the other, tion that a thing is. This is how the sciences actually proceed; the geometrician assumes what “ triangle ” means, but proves that the triangle exists.d Of what, then, will the definer exhibit what it is e ?
The triangle ? Then one will know by definition what a thing is without knowing that it exists ; but this is impossible.
(c) It is evident also from the methods of defining (C) defini-now in use that those who define do not prove the pulsed
c Cf. Met. 998 b 22 if.
d i.e., proves it as an attribute; cf. 71 a 14, 76 a 35,
93 b 31.
e Understood in this way the vulgate gives quite a good sense; and although the commentators give some support to Ross’s transposition, I question its necessity.
197
\
ARISTOTLE
20 ορών ως ον δεικνύονσιν ol οριζόμενοι (qti earivj) el γάρ καί εστιν εκ του μέσον τι1 ίσον, άλλα διά τί ^Jugn^ro όρισθεν; καί διά τί τοντ ἐστι κύκλος; εΐη γάρ αν καί ορείχαλκον φάναι είναι αντόν. οντε γάρ ότι δννατόν είναι τό λεγόμενον προσδηλοΰσιν οι όροι οντε οτι εκείνο ον φασιν είναι ορισμοί, άλλ’ 25 αει εξεστι λέγειν τό διά τί.
Ει άρα ό οριζόμενος δείκννσιν η τί ἐστιν η τί σημαίνει τοννομ α, εϊ μη ἐστι μηδαμώς τ ον τί εστιν, εΐη αν ό ορισμός λόγος όνόματι τό αντό σημαίνων. άλΧ άτοττον. πρώτον μεν γάρ καί μη ονσιών αν 30 εΐη καί τών μη οντων' σημαίνειν γάρ εστι καί τα μη όντα, ετι πάντες οι λόγοι ορισμοί αν εΐεν εΐη γάρ αν όνομα θεσθαι όποιωοΰν λόγω, ώστε όρονς αν διαλεγοίμεθα πάντες καί η ’Ιλιὺς ορισμός αν εΐη. ετι ονδεμία άπόδειξις2 άποδείξειεν3 αν ότι τοΰτο τοννομ α τοντί δηλοΐ· ουδ* οι ορισμοί τοίννν τοΰτο προσδηλονσ ιν.
35 Έκ μεν τοίννν τούτων οντε ορισμός καί σνλ-λογισμός φαίνεται ταντόν ον, οντε ταντον σνλλο-γισμός καί ορισμός· προς δε τούτοις, ότι οντε ό ορισμός ονδεν οντε άποδείκννσιν οντε δείκννσιν, οντε τό τί εστιν ονθ’ όρισμώ οντ αποδείξει εστι γνώναι.
93 a VIII. Πάλιν δἐ σκεπτεον τί τούτων λεγεται 1 τι] το Β, Bekker.
2 άπόδειξις d : om. ΑΒ : Επιστήμη Β2Π.
3	etev ά.
α Viz., a line; the reference is to a crude definition of a circle.
6 Or “ non-essences,” In an aporematic passage it is not 198
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existence of the definiendum. Even supposing that there is something ° equidistant from the centre, why does the object so defined exist ? and why is it a circle ? One might equally well assert that it is the definition of mountain-copper. Definitions do not include evidence that it is possible for what they describe to exist, nor that it is identical with that which they claim to define. It is always possible to ask why.
Thus since in defining one exhibits either what the object is or what its name means, if definition is in no sense of the essence, it must be an expression meaning the same as a name. But this is absurd.
(1)	In the first place, there would be definition not only of non-substances b but also of non-existents ; because even these can have a significant name.
(2)	All expressions would be definitions, because a name could be attached to any one of them ; so we should all converse in formulae, and the Iliad would be a definition.0 (3) No demonstration can prove that a given name has a given meaning ; therefore neither do definitions (in establishing the meaning of a term) furnish evidence also that the name has a given meaning.
These considerations make it clear that definition is not the same as syllogism, and that they have not the same objects. It is also clear that definition neither demonstrates nor exhibits anything ; and that neither by definition nor by demonstration can we acquire knowledge of the essence.
VIII.	We must now review what we have said above, and consider which of the arguments are valid
easy to be certain from what standpoint Aristotle is arguing.	c CL Met. 1030 a 7 if.
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proves neither existence nor its own validity.
It is no solution to say that definition merely explains the name.
Conclusions from the arguments of chs. iii-vii.
ARISTOTLE
καλώς καί τί ον καλώς, καί τί ἐστιν 6 ορισμός, και τον τί ἐστιν άρά πως εστιν άπόδειξις και ορισμός η ονδαμώς.
Έπει δ* έστίν, ως εφαμεν, ταντόν τό είδέναι τί 5 ἐστι και τό είδέναι τό αίτιον τον ει1 ἐστι (λόγος δε τοντον οτ ι έστι τι τό αίτιον και τούτο η τό αντό η άλλο, καν τ} άλλο, η άποδεικτόν η αναπόδεικτου)— ει τοίννν ἐστίν άλλο και ενδέχεται άποδεΐζαι, ανάγκη μέσον είναι τό αίτιον και iv τω σχηματι τω πρώτω δείκννσθαι* καθόλον τε γάρ και κατηγορι-κόν τό δεικννμενον.
ίο Ει? μεν δη τρόπος αν εΐη ά νυν έξητασμένος, τό δι* άλλον τό τί ἐστι δείκννσθ αι. τών τε γάρ τί ἐστιν ανάγκη τό μέσον είναι τί ἐστι, /cat τώυ Ιδίων ίδιον ώστε τό μεν δείξει, τό δ’ ου δείξει τών τί ἡυ εὶυαι τω αντώ πράγματι.
Οντος μεν ονν 6 τρόπος ότι ονκ αν είη άπόδειξις, 15 είρηται πρότερον' άλλ* εστι λογικός σνλλογισμός τον τί ἐστιν. ον δε τρόπον ενδέχεται λέγω μεν, είπόντες πάλιν εξ αρχής, ώσπερ γάρ τό διότι ζη-τονμεν έχοντες τό οτ ι, ενίοτε δἐ και άμα δηλα γίγνεται, άλλ* οντι πρότερον γε τό διότι δννατόν γνωρίσαι τον ότι, δηλον ότι ομοίως και τό τί ην 20 είναι ονκ άνεν τον ότι ἐστίν, αδύνατον γά ρ είδέναι τί ἐστιν άγνοοΰντας ει εστιν. τό δ* ει έστιν ότέ μεν
1 el AB2d : τί Bn.
α In ch. ii.
b Substance has no cause other than its own form; that which has an external cause is an attribute or event. It is with these latter that the following chapters are chiefly concerned.
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and which are not; and what definition is ; and whether the essence is in any sense demonstrable and definable, or not at all.
As we have said above,0 to know what a thing is is the same as to know the cause of its existence ; and the reason for this is that the thing has a definite cause, which is either identical with it or distinct from it,b and which, if distinct, is either demonstrable c or indemonstrable. Then if this cause is distinct and can be demonstrated, it must be a middle term, and be proved in the first figure ; for (only) in this is the proved connexion universal and affirmative.
Now one way of employing such a proof will be the method which we criticized just now,** of proving one definition by another. For the middle term through which essences are inferred must itself be essence, and that through which peculiar attributes are inferred must be a peculiar attribute. Thus for the self-same subject one statement of its essential nature will be proved and one will not.
It has been observed above e that this method cannot have the force of a demonstration ; it is only a dialectical inference of the essence. Let us now make a fresh start and explain in what way demonstration is possible. It is when we are sure of the To know fact that we look for the reason ; sometimes we become aware of them simultaneously, but it is quite 8J“i> impossible to recognize the reason before the fact. iUs!^ * m Clearly in the same way the essential nature implies the fact; it is impossible to know what a thing is if we do not know whether it exists. Now we may be
c Not demonstrable itself, but serviceable for demonstration, i.e., for explaining the attribute or event.
d 91 a 14-b 11.
* 91 b 10.
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93 a
κατά σνμβεβηκός εχομεν, ore δ’ εχοντές τι αύτοΰ τον πράγματος, οΐον βροντήν, ότι ψόφος τις νεφών, και εκλειψιν, ότι στέρησις τις φοιτάς, καί άνθρωπον, οτι ζώόν τι, και ψυχήν, οτι αυτό αυτό κινούν. 25 όσα μεν ούν κατά σνμβεβηκός οϊδαμεν ότι εστιν, άναγκαΐον μηδαμώς εχειν προς τό τί εστιν* οάδἐ γάρ ότι εστιν ΐσμεν· τό δε ζητεΐν τί ἐστι μη έχοντας ότι εστι, μηδέν ζητεΐν εστιν. καθ* όσων δ’ εχομέν τι, ραον. ώστε ως εχομεν ότι εστιν, ούτως εχομεν και προς τό τί εστιν.
τΩ.ν ονν εχομέν τι του τί εστιν, έστω πρώτον μεν 30 ώδε* εκλειψις εφ* ον τό Α, σελήνη εφ9 οὐ Γ, άντίφραξις γης εφ* οὑ Β. τό μεν ονν πότερον εκλείπει η ου, τό Β ζητεΐν εστιν, άρ9 εστιν η ον. τούτο δ* ούδέν διαφέρει ζητεΐν η ει εστι λάγο? αυτόν· και εάν η τούτο, κάκεΐνό φαμεν είναι. η ποτέρας της άντιφάσεώς εστιν 6 λόγος, πότερον 35 του εχειν δυο όρθάς η του μη έχειν. όταν δ* ευρω-μεν, άμα τό ότι και τό διότι Ϊσμεν, αν δι9 άμέσων1 η. ει δε μη, τό ότι, τό διότι δ* ου. σελήνη Γ, εκλειψις Α, τό πανσέληνου σκιάν μη δννασθαι ποιεΐν μηδενός ημών μεταξύ οντος φανερού, εφ9 ου β. ει τοίνυν τω Γ υπάρχει τό Β τό μη δννασθαι 93 b ποιεΐν σκιάν μηδενός μεταξύ ημών οντος, τοντω
1 δι’ αμέσων η : διά μέσων.
α i.e., on the ground of some non-essential connexion. b Plato’s view: cf. Phaedrus 245 c if., Laws 895 e. If Aristotle is here assuming Xenocrates’ definition of soul (91 a 37 supra), all four examples illustrate knowledge of the genus without knowledge of the differentia.
c Here the “ grasp ” is so good that the true reason is 202
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aware of a thing’s existence either accidentally a or because we have some grasp of the thing itself, e.g., that thunder is a noise in the clouds, that an eclipse is a privation of light, that man is a kind of animal, and that soul is self-moving.6 When our knowledge of the thing’s existence is only accidental we cannot be in any position to grasp what the thing is, because we do not even know that it exists ; and to inquire what a thing is when we are not sure that it exists is no inquiry at all. But when we have some grasp of the thing itself, the task is easier. Thus our capacity for discovering what a thing is depends upon our awareness that it is.
Let us first take an example of something of whose essence we have some grasp, and let Λ stand for “ eclipse,” C for “ moon,” and Β for “ obstruction by the earth.” c Then to inquire whether there is an eclipse or not is to inquire whether Β exists or not ; and this is equivalent to inquiring whether there is anything to account for it ; if there is, we assert that Β is too. Similarly we may ask which of a pair of contradictories is true (e.g., having or not having the sum of the angles equal to two right angles) ; and when we have discovered the answer we know simultaneously both the fact and the reason for it—if the premisses arc immediate ; otherwise we know the fact but not the reason.C is “ moon,” A “ eclipse,” Β “ the inability of the moon at its full to cast a shadow, there being nothing visible in the way.” Then if B, “ inability to cast a shadow although there is nothing in the way,” applies to C, and A, “ being
directly assumed, so that fact and reason are discovered simultaneously.
d As in the following example, where the minor premiss is not immediate, and the real reason has to be sought.
We may then look for immediate premisses to explain the connexion.
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8ε το Α το εκλελοιπεναι, οτι μεν εκλείπει δῆλον, διότι δ’ οΰπω, καί οτι μεν εστιν εκλειφίς1 ίσμεν, τί δ* ἐστιν ουκ ίσμεν. 8ηλου δ* οντος οτι το Α τῷ Γ 5 υπάρχει, αλλά διά τί υπάρχει, το ζητεΐν το Β τί εστι, πότερον άντίφραζις η στροφή της σελήνής η άπόσβεσις. τούτο δ’ ἐστιν ό λόγος τοΰ ετερου άκρου, ο ιον εν τουτοις τοΰ Α· εστι γάρ ή εκλειφίς αντί-φραξις υπό γης. τί εστι βροντή; πυρός άπόσβεσις εν νεφει. διά τί βροντά; διά τό άποσβεννυσθαι τό ίο πυρ εν τω νεφει. νέφος Γ, βροντή Α, άπόσβεσις πυρός τό Β. τω δὴ Γ τω νεφει υπάρχει τό Β, άπο-σβεννυται γάρ εν αύτω τό πυρ· του τω δἐ τό Α, φόφος' και εστι γε λόγος τό Β τοΰ Α τοΰ πρώτου άκρου, αν 8ε πάλιν τούτου άλλο μέσον η, εκ των παραλοίπων εσται λόγων.
15	'Ω? μεν τοίνυν λαμβάνεται τό τί εστι και γίγνεται
γνώριμον, εϊρηται, ώστε συλλογισμός μεν τοΰ τί ἐστιν ου γίγνεται ού8* άπό8ειξις, δῆλον μέντοι διά συλλογισμοΰ και δι* άπο8είζεως· ώστ οΰτ άνευ άπο8είξεως εστι γνώναι τό τί εστιν, ου εστιν αίτιον 20 άλλο, οΰτ εστιν άπό8ειξις αύτοΰ, ώσπερ και εν τοΐς 8ιαπορημασιν εϊπομεν.
IX.	Έστι δἐ των μεν ετερόν τι αίτιον, των 8 ουκ εστιν. ώστε 8ηλον ότι και των τί εστι τα μεν
1 Ιστιν ζκλείφις η : εκλαφίς εστιν ABd.
α Or “ explanation ” ; see below.
b i.e., major.
c λόγος seems to have a wider meaning here than in b 6. Aristotle means that Β either is itself the definition or implies 204
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eclipsed,” to B, it is obvious that there is an eclipse, but it is not yet obvious why ; and we know that the eclipse is a fact, but we do not know what it is. When it is clear that A applies to C, to ask why it does so is equivalent to asking what Β is : whether an obstruction or a rotation or an extinction of the moon ; and this is the definition a of the other extreme b term, viz. (in these examples) A ; because an eclipse is an obstruction by the earth of the moon’s light. What is thunder ? An extinction of fire in a cloud. Why does it thunder ? Because the fire is being extinguished in the cloud. “ Cloud ” is C, “ thunder ” A, “ extinction of fire ” B. Then Β applies to the cloud, C, because the fire is being extinguished in it ; and A, “ noise,” applies to Β ; and Β is undoubtedly the explanation of A, the major term. If Β in its tum has another middle term for its cause, this will be one of the remaining explanations c of A.
We have now stated how the essence is apprehended, and becomes known to us, to the effect that although it does not admit of syllogism or demonstration, yet it is through syllogism and demonstration that it becomes clear to us.d It follows that the essence of a thing which has a cause other than itself cannot be known apart from demonstration, while at the same time it cannot be demonstrated ; as we said e in reviewing the difficulties of the subject.
IX,	Some things have a cause distinct from themselves, and others have not/ Thus it is clear that of
an additional cause which, together with B, constitutes the definition.
*	Although the essence or definition cannot be proved as the conclusion of a syllogism, yet syllogism enables us to see the facts in their true relation.
*	In chs. ii and iii.	/ Cf. note on 93 a 5.
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and the middle term or terms will constitute the definition. Thus demonstration does not prove but reveals the essence.
Immediate
essences
ARISTOTLE
93 b
άμεσα και άρχαι είσιν, α και είναι και τί ἐστιν ύποθεσθαι δεῖ η άλλον τρόπον φανερά ποίησαι (όπερ 25 6 αριθμητικός ποΐ€Ϊ* και γάρ τί ἐστι την μονάδα υποτίθεται, και ότι εστιν)’ των δ' εχόντων μέσον, και ών εστι τι ετερον αίτιον της ουσίας, εστι δι άποδείξεως, ώσπερ εΐπομεν, δηλώσαι, μη τό τί ἐστιν άποδεικνυντας.
Χ. *Ορισμός δ* επειδή λεγεται είναι λόγος τοΰ 30 τί εστι, φανερόν ότι 6 μεν τις εσται λόγος τοΰ τί σημαίνει τό ονομα η λόγος ετερος όνοματώδης, οΐον τό1 τί σημαίνει [τί ἐστι]2 τρίγωνον, όπερ εχοντες ότι εστι, ζητοΰμεν διά τί εστιν χαλεπόν δ’ ούτως εστι Λαβεῖν α μη ίσμεν ότι εστιν. ή δ’ αιτία εΐρηται πρότερον της χαλεπότητος, ότι ούδ' ει 35 εστιν η μη ίσμεν, άλλ' η κατά συμβεβηκός. (λόγο? δ* εις εστι διχώς, ό μεν συνδεσμω, ώσπερ η Ίλιάς, ό δε τω εν καθ' ενός δηλοΰν μη κατά συμβεβηκός.)
Ει? μεν δη ορος εστιν ορού 6 ειρημένος, άλλος δ* εστιν ορος λόγος 6 δηλών διά τί εστιν· ώστε ο μεν 94 a πρότερος σημαίνει μεν, δείκνυσι δ’ ου, ό δ' ύστερος φανερόν ότι εσται οΐον άπόδειζις τοΰ τί εστι, τη θεσει διαφόρων της άποδείζεως. διαφέρει γάρ είπεΐν διά τί βροντά και τί εστι βροντή· ερεΐ γάρ οΰτω μεν διότι άποσβεννυται τό πΰρ εν τοΐς νεφεσι*
1 τό om. η1.
2	τί £στι sed. Ross : τί £στιν ἡ Ad.
α In ch. viii.
b Considered (apparently) as an attribute, not as a subject of geometry ; for then it would be a quasi-substance and its definition would fall under type (3). c 93 a 24 if.
d Cf. Met. 1045 a 13, and supra 92 b 32.
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essences too some are immediate ; i.e., they are first must be principles, and both their existence and their defini- found by°r tion have to be assumed or exhibited in some other another way. (This is what an arithmetician does : he assumes both λνΐιαί a unit is, and that it exists.) As for things which have a middle term, i.e., something distinct from themselves which is a cause of their being, it is possible (as we have said a) to exhibit their essence by demonstration, although we do not actually demonstrate it.
X.	Since definition means “ an account of what a The three thing is,” obviously (1) one kind of definition will be definition, an explanation of the meaning of the name, or of an equivalent denomination ; e.g., it will explain the meaning of “ triangularity.” b If we are aware that such a thing exists, we inquire why it exists ; but it is difficult to apprehend in this way the definition of things which we do not know to exist. We have explained above c the cause of this difficulty, vis., that we do not really know, except in an accidental sense, whether the thing exists or not. (An account may be a unity in two ways : either by connexion, like the Iliad,d or because it exhibits one term as predicated of one other term in a non-accidental relation.)
The above is one definition of definition ; but (2) in another sense definition is a form of words which explains ivhy a thing exists. Thus type (1) conveys a meaning but does not prove, whereas type (2) will obviously be a quasi-demonstration of the essence, differing from demonstration in the arrangement of its terms. To explain why it thunders is not the same as to explain what thunder is. In the former case we shall say “ because the fire is being extinguished in
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5 τί δ’ ἐστι βροντή; φόφος αποσβεννυμενου πυρός εν νεφεσιν’ ώστε ά αυτό? λόγος άλλον τρόπον λὲνε-ται, καί ώδι μεν άπόδειζις συνεχής, ώδι δἐ ορισμός. ετι εστιν ορος βροντής φόφος εν νεφεσι* τούτο δ* εστι της του τί εστιν άποδείξεως συμπέρασμα. 6 8ε των άμεσων ορισμός θεσις εστι του τί εστιν 10 άναπό8εικτος.
’Εστιν άρα ορισμός εις μεν λάγο? του τί εστιν άναπό8εικτος, εις 8ε συλλογισμός του τί εστι πτώ-σει διαφόρων της άποδείξεως, τρίτος 8ε της του τί εστιν άποδείζεως συμπέρασμα. φανερόν οΰν εκ 15 των είρημενων και πώς εστι του τί εστιν άπόδειζις και πώς ούκ εστι, και τίνων εστι και τίνων ούκ εστιν, ετι δ’ ορισμός ποσαχώς τε λεγεται και πώς τό τί εστι 8είκνυσι και πώς ου, και τίνων εστι και τίνων ου, ετι δε προς άπόδειζιν πώς εχει, και πώς ενδεχεται του αυτοϋ είναι και πώς ούκ ενδεχεται. 20 XI. Επὡ δε επίστασθαι οΐόμεθα όταν είδώμεν την αιτίαν, αίτίαι δε τετταρες, μία μεν τό τί ην είναι, μία δε τό τίνων όντων ανάγκη τοΰτ* είναι, ετερα δε η τί πρώτον εκίνησε, τετάρτη δε τό τίνος ενεκα, πάσαι αΰται διά του μέσου δείκνυνται. τό τε * 6
α Continuous “ because its premisses are parts which are conterminous (as linked by middle terms), and there is a movement from premisses to conclusion. Definition resembles rather the indivisible simplicity of a point ” (Mure).
6 See 93 b 21 if.
c The three types are recapitulated in reverse order.
d i.e., in the arrangement of the terms (cf. 94 a 2).
e Three of these causes belong to Aristotle’s standard doctrine of causation as set out in Phys. II. iii; but here the place of the material cause, which is inappropriate for the present logical purpose, is taken by the “ necessitating con-208
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the clouds ” ; but the answer to the question “ What is thunder ? ” is “ Noise due to the extinguishing of fire in the clouds.” Thus the same account is expressed in a different way ; in one form it is a continuous a demonstration, in the other a definition.
Further, whereas thunder can be defined as a noise in the clouds, which is the conclusion of the syllogism that demonstrates the essence, (3) the definition of immediate terms 6 consists in an indemonstrable assumption of their essence.
Thus in one sense c definition is an indemonstrable account of the essence ; in another it is a logical inference of the essence, differing from demonstration in grammatical form d ; and in a third it is the conclusion of the syllogism which demonstrates the essence. The foregoing discussion shows clearly (a) Summary of in what sense essence is demonstrable, and in what twopre-the sense it is not ; (b) of what things the essence is ceding demonstrable, and of what it is not ; (c) the different chapters-aspects of definition ; (d) in what sense it does or does not exhibit the essence ; (e) what things are or are not definable ; (f) the relation of definition to demonstration ;	(g) in what sense there can be
definition and demonstration of the same tiling.
XI.	We only think that we have knowledge of a The four thing when we know its cause. There are four kinds i^g[cal°f of cause : the essence, the necessitating conditions, cause^are^ the efficient cause which started the process, and the through a final cause/ All these are exhibited through the Jemle(i)
dition ” or “ ground.” The formula (barely reproducible in Thegr0un<1, English) by which Aristotle describes this recalls the definition of syllogism (An. Pr. 24 b 18 ff.), and in 1. 24 it becomes plain that he has in mind the conjunction of two premisses as the ground of their conclusion. Although there is some analogy between this ground and the material cause, there
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25 γάρ ον οντος τοδί ανάγκη είναι μιας μῖν προτάσεως ληφθείσης ούκ εστι, δνοΐν δε τουλάχιστον" τούτο δ’ ἐστιν όταν εν μέσον εχωσι. τούτον οΰν ενός ληφ-θεντός τό συμπέρασμα ανάγκη είναι, δήλον δε και ώδε. διά τί όρθη η εν ημικνκλίω; τινος1 * * * * 6 * * οντος ορθή; έστω δη όρθη εφ' ης Α, ημίσεια δνοΐν όρ-
30 θαΐν εφ9 ης Β, η εν ημικνκλίω ἐφ* ης Γ. τοΰ δη τό Α την ορθήν ύπάρχειν τω Γ τη εν τω ημικνκλίω αίτιον τό Β. αυτή μεν γάρ τη Α ίση- η δε τό Τ τη Β* δυο γάρ ορθών ημίσεια. τοΰ Β οΰν οντος ημίσεος δυο ορθών τό Α τω Γ υπάρχει· τούτο δ* ην τό εν ημικνκλίω ορθήν είναι, τούτο δε ταΰτόν
1 τινος] η τινος D.
is no reason to suppose that Aristotle means to identify them. The error of such a view is fully demonstrated by Ross ad
loc. Here it is enough to point out that the material could
never be equated with the formal cause (a 34 infra). Aristotle is simply trying (with qualified success) to offer an analysis of causation which will enable him to represent each
type of cause as a kind of middle term.
° From the sequel it appears that this odd and perhaps deliberately vague phrase is intended to mean that each type can actually serve as middle term in a syllogism.
6 i.e., common.
c The choice of “ the half of two right angles ” as middle
term clearly implies that Aristotle had in mind a proof in
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middle term.® (1) There is no necessitating ground if only one premiss is assumed ; two at least are necessary ; and the condition is satisfied when the premisses have one b middle term. Thus the assumption of this one term necessitates the conclusion. This is clear from the following example. Why is the angle in a semicircle a right angle ? What is the ground of its being a right angle ? Let A be a right angle, Β the half of two right angles, C the angle in a semicircle.0 Then the cause for the attachment of A, right angle, to C, the angle in a semicircle, is Β ; for this is equal to Λ, and the angle C to B, since Β is the half of two right angles. Thus the fact that Β is the half of two right angles is the ground necessitating that A applies to C, i.e. (by our assumption), that the angle in a semicircle is a right angle. Now
which this expression occurred (probably) at the penultimate step ; e.g., not the proof of Met. 1051 a 27 (cited by Ross), nor that of Euclid iii. 21, but the interpolated proof which follows the latter, to this effect:
BAC is an Ζ in the semicircle ABC, centre O. Since OB, OA,
OC are radii, ZOBA = ZOAB and Ζ OCA = ZOAC. Then ZAOC=2ZBAO, and ZAOB =2ZCAO.
. ·. Ζ BAC = Ζ BAO + Ζ CAO =
£(ZAOC + ZAOB)=£ ZBOC = |(2 rt. Zs)=a rtZ.
(So Heath, Mathematics in Aristotle, p. 72.) It is tempting to think that Aristotle might have directly perceived that ZBAC=i the flat ZBOC standing on the same arc; for this would go far to justify “ some such definition of the rightness of the angle in a semicircle as its being right in consequence of being the half of two right angles,’ ” for which “ little can be said ” (Ross ad loc.). But although Aristotle was an acute mathematician, it is hardly likely that he was so far in advance of his times.
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35 ἐστι τῷ τί ῆν είναι, τω τούτο σημαίνειν τον λόγον, άλλα μην καί το τί ην είναι αίτιον δεδεικται τό μέσον ον.1 τό δε διά τί 6 Μηδικός πόλεμος εγενετο 9 Αθηναίοις ; τις αιτία τον πολεμεΐσθαι 9Αθηναίους ;
94 b οτι εις Έάρδεις μετ* 'Έρετριεων ενεβαλον τούτο γάρ εκίνησε πρώτον. πόλεμος εφ* οὐ Α, προ-τερονς2 είσβαλεΐν Β, * Αθηναίοι τό Γ. υπάρχει δη τό Β τω Γ, τό προτεροις* εμβαλεΐν τοΐς 9 Αθηναίοις' 5 τό δε Α τῷ Β· πολεμοΰσι γάρ τοΐς πρότερον άδικη-σασιν. υπάρχει άρα τω μεν Β τό Α, τό πολεμεΐσθαι τοΐς προτεροις* άρξασι* τούτο δε τό Β5 τοΐς 9 Αθηναίοις- πρότεροι γάρ ηρξαν. μέσον άρα καί ενταύθα τό αίτιον τό πρώτον κίνησαν, όσων δε αίτιον το ενεκά τινος, οΐον διά τί περιπάτει; όπως ύγιαίνη* ίο διά τί οικία ἔστιν; όπως σωζηται τα σκευή· τό μεν ενεκα του ύγιαίνειν, τό δε ἕνεκα του σωζεσθαι. διά τί δε άπό δείπνου δει περιπατεΐν, καί ενεκα τίνος δει, ούδεν διαφέρει, περίπατος άπό δείπνου Γ, τό μη επιπόλαζειν τά σιτία εφ9 ου Β, τό ύγιαι-νειν εφ9 ου Α. έστω δη τω άπό δείπνου περιπατεΐν 15 ύπαρχον τό ποιεΐν μη επιπολάζειν τά σιτία προς τω στόματι της κοιλίας, καί τούτο υγιεινόν, δοκεΐ γάρ ύπαρχε ιν τω περιπατεΐν τω Γ τό Β τό μη επιπολάζειν τά σιτία, τούτω δε τό Α τό ύγιεινόν. τί οΰν αίτιον τω Γ τού τό Α ύπαρχε ιν τό ου ενεκα;
1 ον om. ABdn1.	2 πρότςρον Bekker.
3	ττρότζρον D, Bekker.
4	προτεροις] πρότερον D.
5	Β τω Γ D2 f.
β i.e., the necessitating ground.
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this a is the same as the essence, inasmuch as it is what the definition implies. (2) The cause in the (2) tho sense of essence has also been proved to be the essence’ middle.5 (3) Why did the Persian expedition c come (3) the against Athens ? or in other words, what was the caused cause of her becoming involved in war ? Because Athens had, in company with Eretria, raided Sardis d; this was what first started the war. A is war,”
Β “ unprovoked aggression,” C “ Athens.” Then B, unprovoked aggression, applies to C, Athens ; and A applies to B, because war is made upon those who commit an aggressive Avrong. So A, becoming involved in war, applies to B, the side which began hostilities ; and Β in its tum applies to C, Athens, because she began hostilities. Thus here too the cause—the efficient cause—is a middle. (4) Now and (4) the take the case where the cause is final : e.g., Why does c“n aiT113®’ one take a walk ? In order to be healthy. What is standlas the object of a house ? Preservation of the contents, terms. The final causes are respectively health and preservation. It makes no difference whether we ask why or for what purpose one should take a \valk after dinner.
C stands for “ \valking after dinner,” Β for “ normal digestion,” e and A for “ health.” Let us assume that walking after dinner possesses the attribute of promoting normal digestion, and that the latter is conducive to health ; because it is generally accepted that B, normal digestion, applies to C, taking a walk, and that A, healthful, applies to B. Then what is the reason why A, the final cause, applies to C ? The
6	In ch. viii; c/. also 93 b 38 if.
c Under Datis in 490 b.c.
d Under Aristagoras in 497 b.c.
* Literally “ food not floating on the surface,” with the added qualification in 1. 15 “ at the mouth of the stomach.”
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τό Β τό μη έπιπολάζζιν. τοϋτο δ* ἐστίν ώσπερ 20 Ικτίνου λόγος’ τό γαρ Α όντως άποόοθησβται. δια τί δἐ1 τό Β τω Γ eVnV; ότι τοντ ἐστι τό νγιαι-veiv, τό ούτως €χ€ΐν. δεῖ δἐ μεταλαμβάνζιν τούς λόγους, και όντως μάλλον έκαστα φαυεῖται. αι δἐ γ€νόσ€ΐς άνάπαλιν Ιντανθα και έπι των κατ α κινη-σιν αίτιων· έκβΐ μέν γαρ τό μέσον δεῖ γενέσθαι 25 πρώτον, έντανθα δἐ τό Γ τό έσχατον’ τβλενταῖον δἐ τό ον ένζκα.
Ενδίχεται δἐ τό αὑτό και ένεκα τινος είναι και ανάγκης, οΐον διά του λαμπτηρος τό φως’ και 1 8e om. D.
° This passage is not clearly thought out, and interpretation can only be tentative. It seems that up to this point Aristotle only professes to enunciate a syllogism of which the major term is a final cause. In so doing he overlooks (or disregards) the fact that a final cause can only function as such in a “ practical ” syllogism, whereas the one which he has in mind seems to be demonstrative, viz.,
What promotes digestion is healthful Walking after dinner promotes digestion Walking after dinner is healthful.
This is valid, but it proves nothing about health qua final cause. Aristotle would probably justify his reasoning on teleological grounds by arguing that walking, etc., is healthful because it is an activity subserving a natural end ; but this is really another matter.
Ross, who interprets the passage quite differently, supposing that Aristotle is already trying to exhibit the final cause as middle term, shows that in this case the middle term must be not “ health ” but “ desirous of being healthy ” (Those who wish to be healthy walk after dinner, This man desires to be healthy, Therefore this man walks after dinner), and comments “ Aristotle is in fact mistaken in his use of the 214
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answer is “ B, normal digestion.” a This is a sort of definition of Λ, because A will be explained by this means.6 Why does Β apply to C ? Because health is the condition represented by B. The expressions c should be transposed, and then the several facts will become clearer. In these examples the order of events is the reverse of what it is in the case of efficient causes. There it is the middle term that must come firstd ; but here it is the minor term C, and the end or purpose comes last.
The same effect may obtain both for a purpose and as a necessary consequence, as, e.g., light shines
notion of final cause. It is never the so-called final cause that is operative, but the desire of an object; and this desire operates as an efficient cause, being what corresponds, in the case of purposive action, to a mechanical or chemical cause in physical action.” If my view is right, this criticism is scarcely justified. Moreover, it obscures the correlativity of the final and efficient causes : if it is the desire that “ operates,” that desire is still excited by the object of desire (the mouse wants the cheese, and the cheese attracts the mouse) ; the two are always complementary and often no more than different aspects of a single fact.
6 Aristotle now tries to show that Λ, the final cause, can stand as middle between Β and C. The steps seem to be: (1) Β is “ a sort of definition ” of A ; i.e., the final is expressible in terms of the efficient cause. (2) Similarly vice versa. (3) Therefore A and Β are convertible, and Β can be proved of C through Λ.
If this interpretation (which is virtually the same as Mure’s) is correct, Aristotle can hardly be acquitted of juggling with terms, although the interdependence of efficient and final causes (noted above) and the tendency of both to merge in the formal cause (Met. 1041 b 1, 1070 b 26) provide some justification.
c Or perhaps “ definitions,” Λ being defined in terms of B, and vice versa. The vagueness of the language suggests that Aristotle is not quite satisfied with his demonstration.
d Not really first, but before the major.
Possibility of double causation.
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γάρ εξ ανάγκης διέρχεται, τδ μικρομερέστερον διά 30 των μειζόνων πόρων, εΐπερ φως γίγνεται τω δι-ιέναι, καί ένεκα τινος, όπως μη πταίωμεν. άρ’ ονν ει είναι ενδέχεται, καί γίγνεσθαι ενδέχεται, ώσπερ ει βροντά (οτι)1 άποσβενννμένον τε του πυρός ανάγκη σίζειν καί φοφεΐν, και εΐ ως οι ΐΐυθαγόρειοί φασιν, απειλής ένεκα τοΐς εν τω ταρτάρω, όπως φόβων ται; 35 πλεΐστα δε τοιαϋτ έστι, και μάλιστα εν τοΐς κατά φύσιν συνισταμένοις και σννεστώσιν η μεν γάρ ένεκα τον ποιεί φύσις, η δ* εξ άνάγκης. η δ’ άνάγ-95 a κη διττή’ ή μεν γάρ κατά φυσιν και την ορμήν, ή δε βία ή παρά την ορμήν, ώσπερ λίθος εξ άνάγκης καί άνω και κάτω φέρεται, άλλ* ον διά την αυτήν άνάγκην. εν δ ἐ τοΐς άπό διανοίας τα μεν ουδέποτε άπό του αυτομάτου υπάρχει, οΐον οικία ή άνδριάς, 5 οόδ* εξ άνάγκης, άλλ’ ένεκα του, τα δε καί άπό τύχης, οΐον υγίεια καί σωτηρία, μάλιστα δἐ εν οσοις ενδέχεται και ὧδε καί άλλως, όταν μη άπό τύχης ή γένεσις ή ώστε τό τέλος άγαθόν, ένεκα του
1 δτι add. Ross, habent comm. (?).
α The lantern is probably of the type implied by A. in Hist. An. 531 α 5, with a cylindrical parchment shield (τό κύκλω δέρμα); and the light-particles pass through the pores of the parchment. The theory goes back to Empedocles (fr. 84, quoted in De Sensu 437 b 26 if.), as no doubt does the similar theory about the burning-glass (supra 88 a 14) attributed to Gorgias, who was his pupil.
6 The purpose is surely artificial, not (as Ross thinks) an instance of natural design ; for the translucence of (oiled ?) parchment can hardly be tied to this particular use. If the example is meant to be exactly parallel with that which follows, it is ill-chosen.
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through a lantern. Being composed of particles smaller than the pores (in the shield) of the lantern,® it cannot help passing through them (assuming that this is how the light is propagated) ; but it also shines for a purpose, so that we may not stumble.6 If, then, an effect can obtain for two causes, can it also be brought about by two causes ?—e.g., if it thunders both because there must be a hissing and roaring as the fire c is extinguished, and also (as the Pythagoreans hold) to threaten the souls in Tartarus and make them fear.d There are plenty of such examples, especially among the processes and products of nature ; because nature in one aspect acts with a purpose and in another from necessity. Now necessity is of two kinds : one acts in accordance with the nature or natural tendency of an object, the other forcibly opposes it (thus both the upward and the downward movements of a stone are due to necessity, but not to the same necessity e). Among the products of rational thought some, such as a house or a statue, never owe their existence to spontaneity or necessity but always to some purpose ; others, like health and security, may also be due to chance. It is especially in circumstances that admit of more than one result, when the process is not due to chance, so that the end is some good, that design
c Sc., of the lightning. The Greek seems to call for Ross’s ὅτι, which has some support from the commentators; but I am by no means confident that Aristotle wrote it. It really looks as though the el before βροντά were intended to serve twice over.
d I know of no other authority for this doctrine.
* The downward movement is the stone’s natural tendency to find its proper place in the universe (cf. De Caelo IV. iv); the upward is imparted by some external force.
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γίγνεται, καί ή φύσε ι η τέχνη. α πο τύχης δ’ ονδέν ενεκα τον γίγνεται.
ίο XII. Τό δ’ αυτό αίτιον ἐστι τοΐς γιγνομένοις καί τοΐς γεγενημένοις καί τοΐς εσομένοις όπερ και τοΐς οΰσι (τό γαρ μέσον αίτιον), πλην τοΐς μεν ούσιν ον, τοΐς δέ γιγνομένοις γιγνόμενον, τοΐς δέ γεγενη-μένοις γεγενημένον και εσομένοις εσόμενον. οΐον 15 διά τί γέγονεν έκλειψις; διότι εν μέσω γέγονεν η γη* γίγνεται δέ Βιότι γίγνεται, ίσται δἐ διότι εσται έν μέσω, και έστι διότι1 έστιν. τί ἐστι κρύσταλλος; είληφθω δη ότι ύδωρ πεπηγός. νδωρ εφ* ον Γ, π επηγός εφ* οὑ Α, αίτιον τ δ μέσον εφ* οὐ Β, έκ-λειφις θερμοΰ παντελής, υπάρχει δη τω Γ τό Β, 20 τουτω δἐ το πεπηγέναι το εφ’ οὑ Α. γίγνεται δε κρύσταλλος γιγνομένον τον Β, γεγένηται δέ γεγενη-μένου, εσται δ’ έσομένου.
Τό μεν ονν ούτως αίτιον και ον αίτιον άμα γίγ-νεται, όταν γίγνηται, και εστιν, όταν η· και επί τον γεγονέναι καί εσεσθαι ωσαύτως, επί δε των μη 25 άμα άρ* εστιν εν τω σννεχεΐ χρόνιο, ώσπερ δοκεΐ ημΐν, άλλα άλλων αίτια είναι, τον τόδε γενέσθαι έτερον γενόμενον, καί του εσεσθαι έτερον έσομενον, καί τον γίγνεσθαι δέ, ει τι έμπροσθεν εγένετο; έστι δη από του ύστερον γεγονότος ο συλλογισμός {άρχη δἐ καί τούτων τα γεγονότα)· διό καί επί των
1 διότι Όη : om. d :	ὅτι ΑΒ. * 218
α In the preceding examples the causes are both formal and efficient. Aristotle does not say explicitly that causes which are not simultaneous with their effects are not formal
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occurs ; it may be either natural or artificial. No designed result is due to chance.
XII.	Present, past and future events are caused in just the same way as existing facts. The cause is always the middle term ; but whereas the cause of a fact is a fact, the cause of a present event is a present event, and similarly with the past and the future. E.g., why has an eclipse occurred ? Because the earth has come in between ; and an eclipse is coming about because the earth is coming in between, frill be because the earth will be in between, and is because the earth is in between. What is ice ? Assume that it is frozen water. Water is C, frozen A ; the cause is the middle term B, complete failure of heat. Then Β applies to C, and A, “ frozen,” applies to B. Ice forms when Β comes about, has formed or will form when Β has come or will come about.
Causes and effects which are related in this waya occur simultaneously when they occur at all, whether in the present, past or future ; and co-exist when they exist. But the question suggests itself whether, as is commonly supposed, events which do not occur simultaneously in continuous time can be related as cause and effect—a past effect having a cause in the remoter past, a future effect a cause in the nearer future, and a present effect too a cause prior to it ? On this view inference is possible from the posterior past event (although past events have their origin in previous events b)—and therefore the same is true of
but may be efficient or material ; but he may intend to imply it.
6 This qualification comes in oddly here. It seems to be merely a reminder that Aristotle does not dispute the causal connexion, although he does not accept it as a sufficient basis for inference.
Causes correspond in time with their effects.
Can causes ever precede their effects '}
If so, we can infer the cause from the effect, but not the effect from the cause.
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30 γιγνομενων ωσαύτως, από δἐ του προτερου ούκ ἔστιν οίον επεί τάδε γεγονεν, οτι τάδ* ύστερον γεγονεν' καί επί του εσεσθαι ωσαύτως, ούτε γαρ αορίστου οϋθ* όρισθεντος εσται του χρόνου ωστ επεί τουτ αληθές είττεΐν γεγονέναι, τοδ* αληθές ειπεΐν γεγονέναι το ύστερον* ἐν γάρ τω μεταξύ 3Γ> ψευδός εσται τό είπεΐν τούτο, ηδη θατερου γεγονότος. 6 δ’ αυτός λόγος και επί τού εσομενου, ουδ* εττεί τάδε γεγονε, τάδ* εσται. τό γα,ρ μέσον όμό-γονον δει είναι, των γενομενών γενόμενον, των εσό-μενων εσόμενον, των γιγνομενων γιγνόμενον, των όντων ον του δε γεγονε καί τού εσται ούκ ενδεχεται 40 είναι όμόγονον. ετι ούτε αόριστον ενδεχεται είναι 95 b τον χρόνον τον μεταξύ οϋθ* ώρισμενον ψεύδος γα,ρ εσται τό είττεΐν εν τω μεταξύ, εττισκετττεον δε τί τό συνεχον ώστε μετά τό γεγονέναι τό γίγνεσθαι ύπαρχειν εν τοΐς πράγμασιν. η δηλον οτι ούκ εστιν
α But it might, of course, be true to say that Y will happen ; therefore Aristotle proceeds to deal with this possibility.
b As Ross points out, “ Aristotle says more than he means here,” for this principle would exclude inference from present to past events, which he explicitly allows.
c If the effect does not follow immediately (as it does when “ simultaneous ” with its cause) other factors may either delay it so that it does not occur within a definite period of time, or prevent it from happening at all. Thus while the cause can be inferred as a necessary precondition of the effect, the effect cannot be inferred to be a necessary consequence. On the whole question see Introd. pp. 15 f.
d The discussion is inconclusive; its superficiality is at least partly due to an ambiguity in the terms used, and to the lack of a Greek participle expressing continuous action 220
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present events—but not from the prior ; e.g., we cannot argue that because X happened Y happened subsequently (and similarly in the case of future events) ; whether the interval be defined or not, it will not follow that because it is true to say that X has happened, it is also true to say that the posterior event Y has happened ; because during the interval it will be false to say that Y has happened,0 whereas X has happened already. The same argument applies to future events : it does not follow, because X has happened, that Y will happen. (1) The middle term must be homogeneous with the extremes : past when they are past, future when they are future, present when they are present, existent fact when they are existent facts b; and nothing can be homogeneous at once with what is past and what is future. (2) The interval between cause and effect can neither be indefinite nor definite ; because during the interval it will be false to assert the effect.c We must investigate what is the bond of continuity that makes a present process follow the completion of a past events It is surely obvious that a present process is not con-
in past time. Aristotle asks what is the connexion between a past event (γεγονός or γενόμενον, “ a thing-having-happened) and a present one (γιγνόμενον, “ a thing-happening ”). But the former also means a completed process, or the completion of a process, and the latter a process still continuing. Since the completion of a process is momentary, it is indivisible and has no extremes (Phys. 235 b 30 if.) and cannot be contiguous (i.e., immediately successive : Phys. 227 a 6, Met. 1069 a 2) either to another completion or to a process ; just as a point cannot be contiguous either to another point or to a line (which is not, of course, to be thought of as a finite aggregate of points). What Aristotle overlooks is that the completion of one process might coincide with the terminal point of a line : in other ΛνΌΓίν, two processes may be actually continuous and separable only at an imaginary moment.
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What is the causal link between events distinct in time ?
ARISTOTLE
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εχόμενον γεγονότος γιγνόμενον ; ουδέ γάρ γενό-5 μενον γενομενου’ περατα γάρ καί άτομα’ ώσπερ οὐν οόδἐ στιγμαί είσιν άλλήλων εχόμεναι, ούδε γενόμενα- άμφω γάρ αδιαίρετα, ούδε δη γιγνόμε-νον γεγενημενου διά τό αυτό* το μεν γάρ γιγνό-μενον διαιρετόν, το δε γεγονός αδιαίρετον, ώσπερ ονν γραμμή προς στιγμήν δχει, οϋτω τό γιγνό-ιο μενον προς τό γεγονός’ ενυπάρχει γάρ άπειρα γεγονότα εν τῷ γιγνομενω. μάλλον δε φανερώς εν τοΐς καθόλου περί κινήσεως δει λεχθήναι περί τούτων.
Π ερι μεν οΰν του πώς αν εφεξής γιγνομενης τής γενεσεως εχοι τό μέσον τό αίτιον επί τοσοΰτον 15 είλήφθω. ανάγκη γάρ καί εν τουτοις τό μέσον καί τό πρώτον άμεσα είναι. οΐον τό Α γεγονεν επεϊ τό Γ γεγονεν (ύστερον δε τό Γ γεγονεν, έμπροσθεν δε τό Α’ άρχή δε τό Γ διά τό εγγύτερον του νυν είναι, δ ἐστιν άρχή του χρόνου), τό δε Γ γεγονεν εί τό Δ γεγονε· του δη Δ γενομενου ανάγκη 20 τό Α γεγονέναι. αίτιον δε τό Γ* του γάρ Δ γενομενου τό Γ ανάγκη γεγονέναι, του δε Γ γεγονότος ανάγκη πρότερον τό Α γεγονέναι, οϋτω δε λαμ-βάνοντι τό μέσον στήσεταί που εις άμεσον, ή αει παρεμπεσεΐται διά τό άπειρον; ου γάρ ἐστιν εχόμε-νον γεγονός γεγονότος, ώσπερ ελεχθη. άλλ> άρξα-25 σθαί γε όμως ανάγκη άπ* άμεσου1 καί από του νΰν
1 απ' άμεσου η, Waitz : από μέσον ABd : από τοΰ μέσου comm. * 222
° See Phys. IV. x-xiv and VI, where Aristotle discusses problems relating to time and continuity, and cf. Introd. p. 15.
b i.e., the immediate cause (causa cognoscendi).
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tiguous with a past completion ; no more than one completed process is with another. Such completions are limits and indivisible. They are no more contiguous than arc points in a line ; both are equally indivisible. For the same reason a present process cannot be contiguous with the completion of a past event, because the former is divisible and the latter is not. Thus the relation of a present process to the completion of a past event is like that of a line to a point because in a process there is an infinite number of completions. We must treat this subject more explicitly, however, in our general discussion of Motion.®
We may take it that we have now shown how, in a sequence of events, the middle term can contain the cause. Here again the middle and major terms must be immediately connected. E.g., A has happened because C has happened. C is the later, A the earlier event ; but C is the starting-point, because it is nearer to the present, which is the starting-point in time. Now C has happened if D has happened. Then if D happens A must have happened. But the cause b is C, because if D happens C must have happened, and if C has happened A must have happened first. But if we take the middle term in this way, will the series terminate somewhere in an immediate premiss, or will it be infinite and always admit of the insertion of another term ?—because one past event is not contiguous with another, as we have observed above.0 In any case we must start from an immediate connexion and the present time/7
c 95 b 3-6.
d Or perhaps (as Ross, following the commentators, prefers), “ we must start from a connexion that is immediate and is the first of the series, reckoning back from the present.”
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In reasoning from effect to cause we must proceed by immediate connexions;
ij-H)
but will the series ever terminate ?
ARISTOTLE
95	b
πρώτον, ομοίως δἐ καί επί τον ear αι. el γάρ αληθές είπεΐν οτ ι εσται το Α, ανάγκη πρότερον αληθές είπε ΐν οτ ι το Α εσται. τούτον δ’ αίτιον το Γ· ει μεν γάρ το Α εσται, πρότερον το Γ εσται * ει δἐ το Γ 30 εσται, πρότερον τό Α εσται. ομοίως δ* άπειρος η τομή καί εν τούτοις' ον γάρ εστιν εσόμενα εχόμενα άλλήλων. άρχη he καί εν τοντοις άμεσος ληπτεα. εχει he όντως επί των έργων ει γεγονεν οικία, ανάγκη τετμησθαι λίθονς καί γεγονέναι, τοντο διά τί; οτι ανάγκη θεμέλιον γεγονέναι, είπε ρ καί οικία 35 γεγονεν1' ει he θεμέλιον, πρότερον λίθονς γεγονέναι ανάγκη. πάλιν ει εσται οικία, ωσαύτως πρότερον εσονται λίθοι, όείκννται he διά τον μέσον ομοίως' εσται γάρ θεμέλιος2 πρότερον.
Έττει δ’ όρώμεν εν τοΐς γιγνομενοις κύκλω τινα γενεσιν ονσαν, ενάεχεται τοντο είναι είπε ρ εποιντο 40 άλληλοις το μέσον καί οι άκροί' εν γάρ τούτοις το
96	a άντιστρεφειν εστίν. heheiKTai he τοντο εν τοΐς
πρώτοις, οτι άντιστρεφει τα σνμπεράσματα· το he κύκλιο τοντό εστιν. επί he των έργων φαίνεται ώδε* βεβρεγμενης της γης άνάγκη άτ/χίδα γενεσθαι,3 τούτον he γενομενον νέφος, τούτον he γενομενον 5 vha)p' τούτον he γενομενον άνάγκη βεβρεχθαι την γην' τοντο δ’ ην το εξ άρχής, ώστε κύκλω περι-εληλνθεν ενός γάρ αντών ότονονν οντος ετερον εστι, κάκείνον άλλο, καί τούτον το πρώτον.
’Έστι δ* ενια μεν γιγνόμενα καθόλον (άεί τε γάρ
1	οικία γίγονζν Ross, habet Enstratius :	οικίαν yeyovevai
codd.
2	θεμέλιος η, Eustratius : Θεμέλιον.
3	γίνεσθαι Aldina, Bekker.
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Similarly too in respect of the future. If it is true to say that D will be, it must be true at an earlier time to say that A will be. But C is the cause of A ; because if D will be, C will be before it; and if C will be, A will be before C is. Here again the series will be infinitely divisible in the same way as before, because future events are not contiguous with one another. In this case too we must take as our start-ing-point an immediate connexion. The principle is exemplified in practical affairs. If a house has Practical come into being, stones must have been cut and come sucSfer^ into being. Why ? Because the fact that a house ence. has come into being implies that so has a foundation ; and if so, stones must have come into being first.
Again, if there is to be a house, similarly there will be stones first. The proof, as before, is by the middle term ; there will be a foundation before there is a house.
It is a matter of observation that events sometimes How events occur in a cycle. This is possible when the middle a cycle, and extreme terms are reciprocal consequents ; because under these conditions the sequence is convertible. It has been shown in the first part of our treatise that conclusions are convertible,® and this is a form of cyclic sequence. The following is a practical example. When the earth is wet mist must form, and after mist comes cloud, and after cloud rain, and after rain the earth must be wet. This was the point from which we started, so events have moved in a cycle. Any one of them leads to another, and that to a third, and that back to the first.
Some events occur universally (for a given state or inference of
a Sc., if both premisses are convertible. Of. An. Pr. II. event3-v, and supra 73 a 6 ff.
I
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και επί παντός ούτως η εχει η γίγνεται), τα δἐ αει ίο μεν ου, ως επί το πολύ δε, οΐον ον πας άνθρωπος άρμην το γενειον τριχοϋται, άλλ* ως επί το πολύ, των δη τοιούτων ανάγκη καί το μέσον ως επί το πολύ είναι, εΐ γάρ το Α κατά του Β καθόλου κατη-γορεΐται, και τούτο κατά του F καθόλου, ανάγκη και το Α κατά τον Γ αει καί επί παντός κάτι 5 ηγορεΐσθαι* τούτο γάρ ἐστι τό καθόλου, τό1 επί παντι και αει. άλλ’ ύπεκειτο ως επι τό πολν* άν-άγκη άρα και τό μέσον ως επι τό πολύ είναι τό εφ* οΰ τό Β. εσονται τοίνυν και των ως επι τό πολύ άρχαί άμεσοι, όσα ως επι τό πολύ όντως ἐστιν η γίγνεται.
20 XIII. Πώ? μεν ούν τό τί ἐστιν εις τούς όρους άποδίδοται, και τινα τρόπον άπόδειξις η ορισμός εστιν αυτού η ούκ εστιν, εΐρηται πρότερον· πώς δε δει θήρευειν τα εν τω τί ἐστι κατηγορούμενα, νυν λέγω μεν.
Ύών δη υπαρχόντων αει εκάστω ενια επεκτείνει 25 επι πλέον, ον μέντοι εξω του γένους, λέγω δε επι πλέον ύπάρχειν όσα υπάρχει μεν εκάστω καθόλου, ου μην αλλά και άλλω. οΐον ἐστι τι ο πάση τριάδι υπάρχει, αλλά και μη τριάδι, ώσπερ τό ον υπάρχει τη τριάδι, αλλά και μη αριθμώ' αλλά και τό περιτ-30 τον υπάρχει τε πάση τριάδι και επι πλέον υπάρχει
1 τό η : καί ABd. * 226
β For “ usual ” events as objects of science cf. Met. 1026 b 27 ff., 1064 b 32 ff.
b Viz., that in a syllogism which leads to a causal defini-
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process may be true always and of every case), while others occur not always but usually0 ; e.g., not every male human being grows hair on the chin, but it happens usually. In such cases the middle term too must be a usual event. If Λ is predicated universally of B, and Β universally of C, A must also be predicated of C, and of all C ; because “ universally ” means always and in every case. But ex hypothesi A is predicated usually of C. Then the middle term Β must also be “ usual.” Thus the immediate premisses of usual events must also describe states or processes which are usual.
XIII.	We have explained above how the essence is distributed among the terms,6 and in what sense it does or does not admit of demonstration or definition.0 Let us now consider how we should hunt for the attributes which are predicated as elements in the definition.
Of the permanent d attributes of any given subject some e have a wider application—not, however, beyond the genus. By an attribute with a wider application I mean one which applies universally to a particular subject, and also to some other. E.g., there are attributes which apply to every 3 and also to what is not 3, in the way that “ being ” applies to 3 and also to subjects which are not numbers/ On the other hand, oddness applies to every 3, and has a
tion of an attribute the attribute must be the major, the cause the middle, and the subject the minor term (93 a 14 ft'.).
e In chs. viii-x.	d i.e., non-accidental.
* Others—viz., properties and some differentiae—do not; but they are not in question here. Note that we are now concerned with the definition of substances.
f This type is mentioned only to be dismissed, because it extends beyond the genus, number.
How to find the elements in a definition,
by collecting attributes
shared with other
species but not with other genera.
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(καί γάρ τη πεντάδι ύπάρχει), άλλ* ούκ έξω του γένους' η μεν γάρ πεντάς αριθμός, ούδέν δέ έξω αριθμού περιττόν, τα δη τοιαϋτα ληπτέον μέχρι τούτου, έως τοσαΰτα ληφθη πρώτον ών έκαστον μεν επί πλέον υπάρξει, άπαντα δε μη έπι πλέον 35 ταύτην γάρ ανάγκη ουσίαν είναι τοΰ πράγματος, οΐον τριάδι υπάρχει πάση αριθμός, το περιττόν, το πρώτον άμφοτέρως, καί ως μη μετρεΐσθαι αριθμώ και ως μη συγκεΐσθαι εξ αριθμών, τούτο τοίνυν ηδη έστίν η τριάς, άριθμός περιττός πρώτος καί ώδι πρώτος. τούτων γάρ έκαστον τά μεν και 96 b τοΐς περιττοΐς πάσιν υπάρχει, το δἐ τελευταΐον και τη δυάδι, πάντα δέ ούδενί. έπει δε δεδηλωται ή μιν εν τοΐς άνω ότι καθόλου1 μέν ἐστι τά εν τω τί ἐστι κατηγορούμενα, τά καθόλου δἐ αναγκαία, τη δέ τριάδι και εφ* ου άλλου ουτω λαμβάνεται εν τω 6 τί ἐστι τά λαμβανόμενα, ούτως εξ ανάγκης μεν αν είη τριάς ταΰτα. ότι δ* ουσία, εκ τώνδε δηλον. ανάγκη γάρ, ει μη τούτο ην τριάδι είναι, οΐον γένος τι είναι τούτο, η ώνομασμένον η ανώνυμον, εσται τοίνυν επί πλέον2 η τη τριάδι ύπάρχον. ύποκείσθω γάρ τοιούτον είναι τό γένος ώστε ύπάρχειν κατά 10 δύναμιν επί πλέον.3 ει τοίνυν μηδενί υπάρχει άλλω η ταΐς άτόμοις τριάσι, τούτ αν είη τό τριάδι είναι' ύποκείσθω γάρ καί τούτο, ή ουσία η έκάστου είναι
1 καθόλου Ross : αναγκαία codd.
2 πλοίον ΑΒ.	3 πλοίον D, Bekker. * 6
° i.e., this complex of attributes.
6 i.e., as neither having factors nor being the sum of two or more numbers. 3=2 + 1, but 1 was regarded not as a number itself but as the “ measure ” or “ starting-point ” of number (Met. 1088 a 4 if.).
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wider application, because it applies to 5 too ; but it does not extend beyond the genus, because 5 is a number, and nothing outside the genus number is odd. It is attributes of this kind that we must select, up to the point where, although singly they have a wider extension of meaning than the subject, collectively they have not ; for this ° must be the essence The com-of the thing. E.g3 has the following universal wiifgivehfhe attributes : it is a number, it is odd, it is prime in essence, both senses, as being neither measurable by number nor composed of numbers.b We now have the essence of 3 : a number, odd, prime, and prime in this particular sense. The first two of these attributes apply to all odd numbers, and the last also applies to 2 ; but no other number has them all. Now since we have shown above c that attributes which are predicated as elements in the definition are universal,d and that universal attributes are necessary, and since the selected attributes are elements in the definition of 3 (or of any other subject in the case of which they are so selected), then “ threeness ” must consist in just these attributes. That they Proof that constitute its essence is clear from the following thls 13 90* argument. If this combination of attributes were not the essence of 3, it must be a sort of genus, either with or without a name of its own. Then its application must extend beyond 3. Let us assume that the genus is such as to have the widest possible application. Then if it applies to nothing else but individual 3s, it must be “ threeness ” ; for we must further assume that the essence of any given thing is the
c Book I, ch. iv.
d Ross’s emendation, though supported by no evidence, seems to be required by the argument.
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η ἐπι τοΐς ατομοις έσχατος τοιαυτη κατηγορία-
ώστε ομοίως καί αλλω ότωοΰν των οντω δειχθέν-
των το αύτώ είναι ἔσται.
15 Χτὴ δέ, όταν ολον τι πραγματεύηταί τις, διελεΐν το γένος εις τα άτομα τω είδει τα πρώτα, οΐον αριθμόν εις τριάδα και δυάδα, εΐθ' όντως εκείνων ορισμούς πειράσθαι λαμβάνειν, οΐον ευθείας γραμμής και κύκλον και ορθής γωνίας, μετά δε τούτο λαβόν-20 τα τί το γένος, οΐον πότερον των ποσών ή τών πο ιών, τα ϊδια πάθη θεωρεΐν διά τών κοινών πρώτων. τοΐς γάρ συντιθέμενοις εκ τών ατόμων τα συμβαίνοντα εκ τών ορισμών εσται δήλα, διά το αρχήν είναι πάντων τον ορισμόν και το άπλονν και τοΐς άπλοΐς καθ'* αυτά νπάρχειν τά συμβαίνοντα 25 μόνοις, τοΐς δ* άλλοις κατ εκείνα, αι δε διαιρέσεις αι κατά τάς διαφοράς χρήσιμοί είσιν εις το ούτω μετιεναι- ως μέντοι δεικνυουσιν, εϊρηται εν τοΐς πρότερον, χρήσιμοι δ* αν εΐεν ώδε μόνον προς το συλλογίζεσθαι τό τί εστιν. καίτοι δόξειεν γ9 αν ούδεν, άλλ’ ευθύς λαμβάνειν άπαντα, ώσπερ αν εί 30 εξ άρχής ελάμβανε τις άνευ τής διαιρεσεως. διαφέρει δε τι τό πρώτον και ύστερον τών κατηγορουμένων κατηγορεΐσθαι, οΐον είπεΐν ζώον ήμερον δίπουν ή δίπουν ζώον ήμερον, ει γάρ άπαν εκ
1 τοΐς Ross : ταΐς.
α i.e., those which exhibit the properties of the genus in their simplest form. 3 and 2 are the first odd and even numbers ; straight lines and circles are the simplest lines ; the right angle is that by which other angles are measured
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last predicate of this kind that applies to the individuals. Similarly any other combination of attributes thus exhibited will be the essence of the subject in question.
In making a systematic study of a whole class of objects, one should first divide the genus into the primary a infimae species {e.g., number into 3 and 2), and then try to arrive at the definitions of these (e.g., of straight line, circle and right angle) by the methods described above ; then, after ascertaining what the category of the genus is (e.g., whether it is quantity or quality), examine its peculiar properties in the light of the primary common attributes. The attributes of subjects which are compounded of these infimae species will become clear from the definitions (of the latter), because in every case the starting-point is the definition and the simple subject and attributes belong per se only to simple subjects, and to others indirectly. For investigations of this kind division in accordance Avith the differentiae is useful ; how it exhibits the facts has been explained above.6 But for inferring the essential nature of a subject its use is limited, as I shall explain. It might indeed seem that it has no use at all, but proceeds by direct assumption, just as if one took the facts for granted without employing division ; but it makes an appreciable difference whether the predicates are stated in the right order, e.g., whether you say “ animal, tame, two-footed,” or “ two-footed, animal, tame,” because if every definiendum consists of
and defined. When the essence of these has been grasped and formulated, we can compare their properties with those of the other infimae species, and so, working steadily upwards, systematize the whole genus.
b In ch. ν ; cf. also An. Pr. I. xxxi.
Division aids the systematic study of a genus.
In a search for the essence it enables us to take attributes in the right order,
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δύο ἐστί, καί έν τι το ζωον ήμερον, καί πάλιν εκ τούτον και της διαφοράς 6 άνθρωπος η ότι δηποτ 35 ἐστι το ev γιγνόμενον, άναγκαΐον διελόμενον αίτεΐ-σθαι. €τι προς το μηδέν παραλιπεΐν ev τω τί ἐστιν οντω μόνως ενδέχεται, όταν γάρ το πρώτον λη-φθη γένος, αν μεν των κάτωθεν τινα διαιρέσεων λαμβάνη, ονκ εμπεσεΐται άπαν εις τοΰτο, οΐον ον παν ζωον η όλόπτερον η σχι ζόπτερον, αλλά πτηνον 97 a ζωον άπαν· τούτον γάρ διαφορά αυτή. πρώτη δε διαφορά εστι ζώου εις ην άπαν ζωον εμπίπτει, ομοίως δἐ και των άλλων έκάστον, και των Πω γενών και τών υπ' αυτό, οΐον όρνιθος, εις ην άπας ορνις, και ιχθύος, εις ην άπας ιχθύς, οντω μεν οΰν 5 βαδίζοντι εστιν είδέναι οτι οόδἐν παραλέλειπταί' άλλως δε και παραλιπεΐν άναγκαΐον καί μη είδέναι.
Ονδέν δε δει τον όριζόμενον και διαιρούμενον άπαντα είδέναι τα όντα. καίτοι αδύνατόν φασι τινες είναι τάς διαφοράς είδέναι τάς προς έκαστον μη είδότα έκαστον άνεν δε τών διαφορών ονκ ίο είναι έκαστον είδέναι' ον γάρ μη διαφέρει, ταντόν είναι τούτω, ον δε διαφέρει, έτερον τούτου, πρώτον μεν ούν τοΰτο φεϋδος' ον γάρ κατά πάσαν διαφοράν έτερον πολλάί γάρ διαφοραι νπάρχονσι τοΐς αντοΐς τω είδει, άλλ’ ον κατ ουσίαν ονδέ καθ' αυτά, εΐτα * 232
α Viz., genus and differentia. At every stage of division the compound of these becomes the generic element in the next stage below.
b All the commentators refer this argument to Speusippus. For his, Plato’s and Aristotle’s attitudes towards division cf.
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two elements,® and “ animal, tame ” is a unity, and if “ man ” (or whatever single species we are trying to define) consists in its turn of this genus plus its differentia, vre must use division in assuming the elements. Besides, this is the only way to ensure that no element in the definition is omitted. If, after taking the highest genus, we next take one of the lower divisions, the class which we are dividing will not all fall into this division, e.g., not every animal is either whole-winged or split-winged, although every winged animal is one or the other, because this is the class to which the differentia belongs. The primary differentia of “ animal ” is that into which all “ animal ” falls. The same applies to every one of the other genera, whether co-ordinate or subaltern ; the primary differentia of “ bird ” or “ fish ” is that into which all “ bird ” or “ fish ” falls. If you proceed in this way you can be sure that nothing has been left out; otherwise omissions are bound to occur, without any possibility of detection.
In defining by division there is no need to know all the facts. Some,b however, maintain that it is impossible to know the differentiae between each thing and the rest without knowing each thing severally, and impossible to know each thing severally without knowing the differentiae ; because if A does not differ from B, they are identical, and if it does differ, they are distinct species. Now in the first place this is false, because not every differentia entails a specific distinction; many differentiae are attributable (but neither essentially nor per se) to things which are .specifically the same. Secondly, when one takes a
Cherniss, Aristotle's Criticism of Plato and the Academy, i. 59-63.
and ensures that we omit nothing.
To define by division one need not know all the facts.
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97 a
15 οτ αν λάβη τάντικείμενα καί την δι αφοράν καί οτ ι παν εμπίπτει ενταύθα η ενταΰθα, και λάβη εν θατέρω το ζητούμενον είναι, και τοΰτο γιγνώσκη, ούδέν διαφέρει είδέναι η μη είδέναι εφ* όσων κατη-γοροννται άλλων αι διαφοραί. φανερόν γάρ ότι αν οϋτω βαδίζων ελθη εις ταΰτα ών μηκέτι εστι δια-20 φορά, έξει τον λόγον της ουσίας, τό δ’ άπαν εμπί-πτειν εις την διαίρεσιν, αν η αντικείμενα ών μη εστι μεταξύ, ου κ αίτημα· ανάγκη γάρ άπαν εν θατερω αυτών είναι, είπε ρ εκείνου διαφορά εστι.1
Ει? δε τό κατασκευάζειν όρον διά των διαιρέσεων τριών δει στοχάζεσθαι, του λαβεΐν τα κατη-25 γορούμενα εν τω τί εστι, και ταΰτα τάξαι τί πρώτον η δεύτερον, καί οτ ι ταΰτα πάντα, εστι δέ τούτων εν πρώτον διά του δύνασθαι, ώσπερ προς συμβεβη-κός συλλογίσασθαι ότι υπάρχει, καί διά του γένους κατασκευάσαι. τό δε τάξαι ως δει εσται εάν τό πρώτον λάβη. τοΰτο δ’ εσται εάν ληφθη ο πάσιν 30 άκολουθεΐ, έκείνω δέ μη πάντα* άνάγκη γάρ είναι τι τοιοΰτον. ληφθέντος δέ τούτου ηδη επί τών κάτω 6 αυτός τρόπος· δεύτερον γάρ τό τών άλλων πρώτον εσται, καί τρίτον τό τών έχομένων άφαιρεθέντος γάρ τοΰ άνωθεν τό έχόμενον τών
1 cart d, comm. (?), Ross : carat.
° i.e., the definition.
6 Λ topic (τόπος) is a commonplace of argument, or set of rules for cogent reasoning, such as are to be found in Aristotle’s Topics. They are not scientific but dialectical, since they are based upon premisses which are not necessarily true, but merely probable as being generally accepted. They are valuable both as an equipment for serious debate and as a supplement to scientific discussion, since they help (as in
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pair of opposite attributes and the differentia which distinguishes them, and assumes that every individual falls under one or the other, and then assumes that the given term is contained in one of the two, and knows that class, it does not matter Avhether he knows or does not know all the other terms of which the differentiae are predicable ; because clearly, if he proceeds in this way until he reaches the point where there is no further differentia, he will have the formula of the essence.0 It is not an “ assumption ” to assert that every member of the genus must fall under one or the other division, if the opposites are exhaustive ; because every member of a genus must be in one or the other of two species distinguished by a differentia of that genus.
In order to establish a definition by division, we must keep three things in mind : (1) to select attributes which describe the essence, (2) to arrange them in order of priority, and (3) to make sure that the selection is complete. (1) The first object can be achieved through the possibility of establishing the genus and differentia by the topic b of genus, just as we can infer the inherence of an attribute by the topic of accident. (2) We can arrange the attributes correctly if we take first the first in order, i.e., that which is implied by, but does not imply, all the rest ; there must be one such term. When we have selected this, we can proceed at once in the same way with the lower terms ; the second will be the first of the remainder, and the third, the first of those immediately following (because when the first of a series
the present instance) to establish facts or judgements which do not admit of actual demonstration. Hooks II and III of the Topics deal with accidents and Book IV with genera.
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97 a
άλλων πρώτον εσται. ομοίως δἐ καί επί των άλλων. 35 ότι 8* άπαντα ταΰτα φανερόν εκ του Λαβεῖν τό τε πρώτον κατά διαίρεσις, οτ ι άπαν η τό8ε η τό8ε ζώον, υπάρχει 8ε τάδε, καί πάλιν τούτου όλου την 8ιαφοράν, τοΰ δἐ τελευταίου μηκετι είναι δια φοράν, η καί ευθύς μετά της τελευταίας 8ιαφοράς τοΰ 97 b συνόλου μη 8ιαφερειν εϊ8ει ετι1 τοΰτο. 8ηλον γάρ οτι ούτε πλεΐον πρόσκειται (πάντα γάρ εν τω τί ἐστιν εΐληπται τούτων) ούτε απολείπει ού8εν' η γάρ γένος η διαφορά αν εϊη. γένος μεν οΰν τό τε πρώτον, καί μετά τών διαφορών τοΰτο προσλαμ-5 βανόμενον αί 8ιαφορα\ 8ε πάσαι εχονται · ου γάρ ετι εστιν υστέρα' εΐ8ει γάρ αν 8ιεφερε το τελευταΐον, τοΰτο 8* είρηται μη 8ιαφερειν.
Ζητεῖν 8ε 8εΐ επιβλεποντα επί τα όμοια καί αόιάφορα, πρώτον τι άπαντα ταΰτον εχουσιν, εΐτα πάλιν εφ* ετεροις, α εν ταύτώ μεν γενει εκείνοις, ίο είσί 8ε αύτοΐς2 μεν ταΰτά τω εϊ8ει, εκείνων δ* ετερα. όταν δ* επι τούτων ληφθη τί πάντα ταύτόν, καί επί τών άλλων ομοίως, επί τών ειλημμένων πάλιν σκοπεΐν ει ταύτόν, εως αν εις ενα ελθη λόγον οΰτος γάρ εσται τοΰ πράγματος ορισμός.
1 e?8et eri Β1 (?) : τψ είδει ετι π : ει τι Ad : ειδει Β2, comm,
2 αύτοΐς Α2, Eustratius : aura?.
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is removed, the next is the first of the remainder) ; and so on. (3) The completeness of our selection is evident from the fact that we first take the first class to be divided, and assume that every animal is either A or B, and then that one of these differentiae belongs to it ; and next take the differentia of the whole class thus obtained, until the class which we finally reach has no further differentia : i.e., as soon as we have assumed the last differentia which characterizes the complex term (to be defined), the latter is not further divisible into species. Clearly nothing superfluous is included, because all the attributes have been assumed as forming part of the essence ; and nothing is left out—if it were, it would have to be either a genus or a differentia ; now the first term is a genus, and so is the combination of this term with its differentiae ; and the differentiae are all included, because we have reached a point at which there is no further differentiation. If there were, the last term would be divisible into species ; and we have laid down that it is not.
We must set about our search by looking out for a How to group of things which are alike in the sense of being specifically indifferent, and asking what they all have definition, in common ; then we must do the same with another group in the same genus and belonging to the same species as one another but to a species different from that of the first group. When we have discovered in the case of this second group what its members have in common, and similarly in the case of all the other groups, we must consider again whether the common features which we have established have any feature which is common to them all, until we reach a single expression. This will be the required definition.
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Έάυ δε μη βαδίζη els ενα άλλ' els δύο ή πλείους,1 15 δῆλον οτι ου κ αν είη εν τι elvai τδ ζητούμενου, άλλα πλείω. οΐον λέγω, el τί ἐστι μεγαλοψυχία ζητοΐ-μεν, σκεπτεον επί τινων μεγαλόψυχων ους ίσμεν τί εχουσιν εν πάντες η τοιοῦτοι, οΐον εΐ 'Αλκιβιάδης μεγαλόψυχος η 6 Άχιλλεύς και 6 Αϊας, τί εν άπαντες; τδ μη άνεχεσθαι ύβριζόμενοί’ 6 μεν γάρ 20 επολεμησεν, δ δ’ εμήνισεν, δ δ’ άπεκτεινεν εαυτόν, πάλιν εφ' ετερων, οΐον Αυσάνδρου η Σωκράτους. εΐ δη τδ άδιάφοροι είναι εύτυχοΰντες και άτυχοΰν-τες, ταΰτα δύο λαβών σκοπώ τί τδ αύτδ εχουσιν η τε άπάθεια η περί τάς τύχας και ή μη υπομονή 25 άτιμαζομενων. ει δε μηδέν, δύο είδη αν είη τής μεγαλοψυχίας, αίει δ’ εστι πας ορος καθόλου· ου γάρ τινι δφθαλμω λεγει τδ ύγιεινδν δ Ιατρός, άλλ* ή παντι ή είδει άφορισας.
'Ραόν τε τδ καθ' έκαστον δρίσασθαι ή τδ καθόλου* διδ δει άπδ των καθ' εκαστα επί τα καθόλου μετα-30 βαίνειν και γάρ αι δμωνυμίαι λανθάνουσι μάλλον εν τοΐς καθόλου ή εν τοΐς άδιαφόροις. ώσπερ δἐ εν ταΐς άποδείζεσι δει τό γε συλλελογίσθαι2 ύπάρ-χ€ΐν, οϋτω και εν τοΐς δροις τδ σαφές, τούτο δ' εσται εάν διά των καθ' έκαστον ειλημμένων* ή τδ εν εκάστω γενει δρίζεσθαι χωρίς, οΐον τδ όμοιον
1	πλείους comm. : πλείω codd.
2	συλλογίσασθαι Ad.
3	ειλημμένων Eustratius (?), Mure : είρημενων codd., Philo-ponus.
° This seems to be the least unsatisfactory rendering of a difficult word, which for most Greeks ranked as a virtue, “ Pride,” advocated by Burnet and accepted by Ross, scarcely conveys this effect. The quality is discussed in Eth. Nic. 1123 a 34 if.
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If the series ends not in one expression but in two or more, clearly the definiendum cannot be one thing ; it must be more than one. I mean, for example, supposing that we require a definition of high-mindedness,α we must consider individual high-minded persons whom we know, and see what one characteristic they all have qua high-minded. E.g., if Alcibiades and Achilles and Ajax were high-minded, what was their common characteristic ? Intolerance of dishonour ; for this made the first go to war, roused the wrath of the second, and drove the third to commit suicide. Then we must apply the same process to another group, e.g., Lysander and Socrates. Suppose that here the common characteristic is being unaffected by good and bad fortune. Now I take these two and consider what there is in common between indifference to fortune and intolerance of dishonour ; and if there is nothing, there must be two kinds of high-mindedness.b But every definition is always universal. A doctor prescribes what is salutary not for some one eye but for all eyes, or for the eye in a specific condition.
It is easier to define the particular c than the universal ; and therefore we should proceed from particulars to universals. Ambiguities, too, are harder to detect in universals than in infimae species. Just as demonstration demands a completed inference, so definition demands clarity ; and this will be achieved if we can, by means of the common features which we have established, define our concept separately in each class of objects (e.g., define similarity not in
b i.e., the term is equivocal, being used to describe two distinct species.
c Not, of course, the individual (which is indefinable), but the species as opposed to the genus.
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The terra to be defined may prove to be equivocal.
By working up from particulars we secure clarity and precision.
ARISTOTLE
97	h
35 μη παν αλλά τδ iv χρώμασι καί σχήμασι, καί οξύ το iv φωνή, καί ούτως επί το κοινόν βαδίζειν, εύλαβούμενον μη ομωνυμία εντύχη. ει δἐ μη δια-λεγεσθαι δεῖ μεταφοραΐς, δήλον ότι ούδ* όρίζεσθαι ούτε μεταφοραΐς οϋτ€ δσα λεγεται μεταφοραΐς' διαλεγεσθαι γάρ ανάγκη εσται μεταφοραΐς.
98	a XIV. Υίρδς δε τδ εχειν τα προβλήματα εκλεγειν
δει τάς τε άνατομάς και τὸς διαιρέσεις, οὔτω δε εκλεγειν, ύποθεμενον τδ γένος τδ κοινδν απάντων, οΐον ει ζώα εΐη τα τεθεωρημενα, ποια παντι ζφω 5 υπάρχει, ληφθεντων δε τούτων, πάλιν των λοιπών τω πρώτω ποια παντι επεται, οΐον εί τούτο ορνις, ποια παντι επεται ορνίθι, και ούτως αει τω εγγύτατα· δῆλον γάρ οτι εξομεν ήδη λέγειν τδ διά τί υπάρχει τα επόμενα τοΐς ύπδ τδ κοινόν, οΐον διά τί άνθρώπω ή ΐππω υπάρχει, έστω δε ζώον εφ* ου ίο Α, τδ δε Β τα επόμενα παντι ζφω, εφ* ών δε Γ Δ E τα τινα ζώα. δήλον δη διά τί τδ Β υπάρχει τω Δ* διά γάρ τό1 Α. ομοίως δε και τοΐς άλλοις· καί αει επί τών κάτω2 ό αύτδς λόγος.
Νυν μεν οΰν κατά τα παραδεδομενα κοινά ονόματα λεγομεν, δει δε μη μόνον επί τούτων σκοπεΐν, 15 άλλα καί αν άλλο τι δφθή ύπάρχον κοινδν εκλαμβά-νοντα, ειτα τίσι τουτ* ακολουθεί καί ποια τούτω επεται, οΐον τοΐς κέρατα εχουσι τδ εχειν εχΐνον, τδ
1 το η, Eustratius : του.
2 κάτω η : άλλων. * 240
α i.e., the propositions or connexions which we are required to prove.
240
POSTERIOR ANALYTICS, II. xm-xiv
general but in respect of colours or shapes, and define sharpness in respect of sound), and so advance to the general definition, taking care not to become involved in equivocation. If-we are to avoid arguing in metaphors, clearly we must also avoid defining in metaphors and defining metaphorical terms ; otherwise we are bound to argue in metaphors.
XIV.	In order to formulate the problems a (of a Division given science) we must select the proper sections or formulate0 divisions b ; and that in the following way. We must problem* first posit the genus which is common to all the par- π c '' ticulars ; e.g., if the subject of our study is animals, we must establish wliat attributes belong to every animal. When we have done this, we must next consider all the attributes belonging to the first of the remaining classes ; e.g., if this class is “ bird,” we must consider what attributes belong to every bird ; and so on, always taking the proximate sub-genus.
In this way we shall obviously be able directly to show the reason why the attributes belong to each of the sub-genera, such as “ man ” or “ horse.” Let A stand for animal, Β for the attributes belonging to every animal, and C, D, E for species of animal. Then it is obvious why Β applies to D, viz., through A ; and similarly with C and E. The same principle holds for all the other sub-genera.
At the moment we are using the traditional class-names, but we must not confine ourselves to these in our inquiry ; we must pick out any other observed common characteristic, and then consider to what subjects it belongs, and what properties it entails : e.g., in the case of homed animals, the possession of
6 Sc., of the subject-matter. The whole field must be mapped out by genera and species.
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μη άμφώδοντ είναι* πάλιν τ6 κερατ €χειν τίσιν επεται. δῆλον γάρ διά τί εκείνοις υπάρξει τό είρη-μενον' δια yap τό κερατ 'όχειν υπάρξει.
20 Έτι δ’ άλλος τρόπος ἐστί κατά το άνάλογον εκ-λεγειν. εν γάρ Λαβεῖν οΰ/c εστι τό αΰτο ο δεῖ καλεσαι σηπίον1 καί άκανθων και όστοΰν εσται2 δ* επόμενα και τοντοις ώσπερ μιας τινος φυσεως της τοι αυτής οϋσης.
XV.	Τα δ* αυτά προβλήματα εστι τα μεν τω τό
25 αυτό μέσον εχειν, οΐον ότι πάντα άντιπερίστασις. τούτων δ* ενια τω γενει ταΰτα, οσα εχει διαφοράς τω άλλων η άλλως είναι, οΐον διά τί ηχ€Ϊ, η διά τί εμφαίνεται, και διά τί Ιρις' άπαντα γάρ ταΰτα τό αυτό πρόβλημά εστι γενει (πάντα γάρ άνάκλασις), άλλ’ εΐδει ετερα.
30 Τά δε τω τό μέσον υπό τό ετερον μέσον είναι διαφέρει των προβλημάτων, οΐον διά τί 6 Νείλος φθίνοντας του μηνάς μάλλον ρεΐ; διότι χειμεριώ-τερος φθίνων 6 μείς.3 διά τί δε χειμεριώτερος φθίνων; διότι η σελήνη απολείπει, ταΰτα γάρ ούτως εχει προς άλληλα.
1 σηπίον η, Elistratius : σηπίον vel σηπβΐον.
2 Ζσται dn, Philoponus : Ιστι.
3 μβίς η : μην volgo, sed 6 .. . φθίνων om. ABd. * 6
° i.e., front teeth in the lower jaw only.
6 The extra material for the horns is secured at the cost of the upper front teeth (Part. An. 663 b 31 ff.); and nature compensates the deficiency of teeth by amplifying the apparatus of digestion (ibid. 674 a 22 if.).
c “ Pounce ” is the internal shell of a cuttle-fish, and “ spine ” a fish-bone. They are analogues of animal bone, and all three must fall under one genus.
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a third stomach and a single row of teeth a ; and then ask “ What animals have the property of possessing horns ? ” It will be obvious why the specified characteristic belongs to these animals, viz., because they have horns.6
There is another method of selection, viz., by analogy. It is impossible to find a single name which should be applied to pounce, spine and bone c; yet the fact that these too have (common) properties implies that there is a single natural substance of this kind.
XV.	Some problems are identical in virtue of hav- Problems ing the same middle term ; e.g., they may all be mfdd!eaVe explained by the principle of reciprocal replacement.^ ^e^ent/011 Of these middle terms some are (only) genetically cal identical, viz., such as differ in virtue of having different subjects, or operating in different ways : e.g., the phenomena of echo, reflection and rainbow ; in all these the problem is genetically the same (because they are all kinds of refraction) but specifically different.
Other problems differ (only) in the fact that the or subordi-middle term of the one is subordinate e to the middle the other.t0 term of the other. E.g., why does the Nile flow fuller in the latter part of the month ? Because the weather is more stormy then. And why is the weather more stormy then ? Because the moon is waning. The relation of the two middles is one of subordination.
d The principle (since for Aristotle there is no void : Phys.
IV. vii-ix, especially 211. a 28-32) that the space vacated by one body (A) in displacing another (13) must be occupied either by Β or by another body displaced by Β (Simplicius,
Phys. 13o0. 31). Ross ad loc. instances various phenomena susceptible of this explanation.
e As a cause.
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35 XVI. Περί δ* αίτιον καί ον αίτιον απόρησειε μῖν αν τις, άρα ore ύπάρχει το αίτιατόν, καί τό αϊτών ύπαρχει (ώσπερ ὡ φνλλορρο€Ϊ η εκλείπει, και το αίτιον τον εκλείπειν η φνλλορροεΐν ἔσται* οΐον ει 98 b τοντ εστι το πλατέα εχειν τα φνλλα, τον δ* εκλει-πειν το τὸν γην εν μεσω είναι* ει γάρ μη ύπάρχει, άλλο τι εσται το αίτιον αντών)· ει τε1 το αίτιον ύπαρχε ι, άμα και τό αίτιατόν, ο ιον ει εν μεσω η γη, εκλείπει, η ει πλατνφνλλον, φνλλορροεΐ. ει δ* 5 όντως, άμ* αν εϊη και δεικννοιτο δι άλληλων. έστω γάρ το φνλλορροεΐν εφ* ον Α, το δε πλατν-φνλλον εφ’ ον Β, άμπελος ἐφ’ ον Γ. ει δὴ τῷ Β ύπαρχε ι τό Α (παν γάρ πλατ νφνλλον φνλλορροεΐ), τω δε Γ ύπαρχε ι το Β (πάσα γάρ άμπελος πλατν-10 φνλλος), τω Γ ύπαρχε ι το Α, και πάσα άμπελος φνλλορροεΐ. αίτιον δε το Β τό μέσον, άλλά και οτι πλατ νφνλλον ή άμπελος εστι διά τον φνλλορροεΐν άποδεΐξαι. έστω γάρ το μεν Δ πλατνφνλλον, το δε E το φνλλορροεΐν, άμπελος δε εφ* ον Ζ. τω δη Ζ ύπάρχει το E (φνλλορροεΐ γάρ πά.σα άμπελος), 15 τω δε E τό Δ (άπαν γάρ το φνλλορροονν πλατνφνλλον)' πάσα άρα άμπελος πλατνφνλλον. αίτιον δε το φνλλορροεΐν. ει δε μη ενδεχεται αίτια είναι άλληλων (το γάρ αίτιον πρότερον ον αίτιον, και τον μεν εκλείπειν αίτιον το εν μεσω την γην είναι, 1 €Ϊ re] €ίΤ€ ΑΒ : €i ye η. * 244
° This punctuation of the passage (i.e., treating ώσπερ . . .
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XVI.	With regard to cause and effect the questions might be raised (1) whether the presence of the effect implies the presence of the cause (e.g., whether, if a tree sheds its leaves or an eclipse occurs, the cause of the eclipse or of the leaf-shedding must also be present—viz., in the latter case the fact that the tree is broad-leafed, and in the former the fact of the earth’s interposition—because if the cause is not present there must be some other cause of these effects) a ; and (2) whether, if the cause is present, the effect will be present too (e.g., if the earth interposes there is an eclipse, or if the tree is broad-leafed it is deciduous). If so,& eause and effect will be eompresent and reciprocally demonstrable. Let A stand for “ deciduous,” Β for “ broad-leafed ” and C for “ vine.” Then if A applies to Β (since all broad-leafed plants are deciduous) and Β to C (since all vines are broad-leafed), A applies to C, i.e., all vines are deciduous. The cause is the middle term 13. But we can also prove that the vine is broad-leafed because it is deciduous. Let D be “ broad-leafed,” E “ deciduous ” and F “ vine.” Then E applies to F (since every vine is deciduous) and D to E (since every deciduous plant is broad-leafed) ; therefore all vines are broad-leafed. Here the eause is “ shedding leaves.” But since it is impossible for two things to be causes of each other (for the cause is prior c to its effect, and it is the interposition of the earth that is
αυτών as a parenthesis) had suggested itself to me before I knew that Ross had adopted it. It certainly tidies up the sense, and I think it must be right.
6 i.e., if both answers are affirmative.
e Not necessarily in time, for the formal cause is simultaneous with its effect (95 a 11 if.); but naturally and logically.
Do cause and effect entail each other ?
Yes, but the effect does not explain the cause.
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του δ* iv μέσω την γην είναι ούκ αίτιον το εκλεί-20 πειν)—ει ουν η μεν διά του αιτίου άπόδειξις του διά τί, ή δε μη διά του αιτίου του οτ ι, οτ ι μιν iv μέσω οΐδε, δι άτι δ’ ου. οτ ι δ* ου το εκλείπειν αίτιον του iv μέσω, άλλα τούτο του εκλείπειν, φανερόν iv γάρ τω λόγω τω του εκλείπειν ενυπάρχει το iv μέσω, ώστε δῆλον ότι διά τούτου εκείνο γνωρίζεται, άλλ’ ου τούτο δι’ εκείνου.
25 "Η ενδέχεται ενός πλείω αίτια είναι; και γάρ ει εστι τό αυτό πλειόνων πρώτων κατηγορεΐσθαι, έστω τό Α τω Β πρώτω ύπαρχον, καί τω Γ άλλω πρώτω, και ταΰτα τοΐς Δ E. υπάρξει άρα τό Α τοΐς Δ E, αίτιον δε τω μεν Δ τό Β τω δε E τό Γ* ώστε του 30 μεν αιτίου υπάρχοντας άνάγκη τό πράγμα ύπάρ-χ^ιν, τ ου δε πράγματος ύπάρχοντος ούκ άνάγκη παν δ αν η αίτιον, άλλ’ αίτιον μέν, ου μέντοι παν.
"Η ει άει καθόλου τό πρόβλημά εστι, και τό αίτιον ολον τι και οΰ αίτιον καθόλου; οΐον τό φυλλορροεΐν ολω τινι άφωρισμένον, καν είδη αύτοΰ 35 η, και τοισδι καθόλου, η φυτοΐς η τοιοισδι1 φυτοΐς* ώστε και τό μέσον ίσον δεΐ είναι επί τούτων καί ου αίτιον, καί άντιστρέφειν. οΐον διά τί τα δένδρα φυλλορροεΐ; ει δη διά πηξιν του ύγρου, είτε φυλ-
1 τοιοισδι] τοιοισδβ ABd.
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the cause of the eclipse, and not vice versa)—if demonstration by means of the cause proves the reasoned fact, while demonstration not through the cause a proves the mere fact, (one who reasons in the latter way) knows the fact of the earth’s interposition, but not the reason for it. That the earth’s interposition is the cause of the eclipse, and not vice versa, is obvious from the fact that the former is an element in the definition of the latter ; which clearly shows that we obtain our knowledge of the latter through the former, and not vice versa.
Or is it possible for one effect to have several Can there causes ? If the same attribute can be predicated causeFof1 immediately of more than one subject, let A apply one effect ? immediately to Β and likewise to C, and let Β and C apply immediately to D and E respectively. Then A will apply to D and E, the causes being Β and C respectively. Thus the presence of the cause necessarily implies that of the effect, but the presence of the effect does not necessarily imply that of the whole range of possible causes ; it implies some cause, but not every cause.
But surely if the “ problem ” is always universal,b No; the the cause is a whole, and the effect is (commensu- whole and rately) universal. E.g., deciduousness is appro- commcnsu-priated to a subject as a whole ; and if this consists the effect, of species, the attribute belongs to these also universally : either to plants or to particular species of plants ; hence in the case of these the middle term and the effect must be commensurate and convertible. E.g., why are trees deciduous ? If it is because there is coagulation of the sap,c then if a tree is
b As it must be, since it is a scientific proposition. c Sc., at the junction of the leaf-stalk (99 a 29).
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λορροεΐ δενδρον, δεῖ ύπαρχειν πηξιν, εϊτε πηξις υπ-άρχει, μη ότωοΰν αλλά δενδρω, φυλλορροάν.
99	a XVII. Πάτερον δ* ενδεχεται μη το αυτά αίτιον
είναι του αύτοΰ πάσιν άλλ* έτερον, ἡ οὑ; ἡ ei μεν καθ' αυτό άποδεδεικται και μἦ κοτὰ σημ€Ϊον η συμβεβηκός, ούχ οΐόν τε; ὀ γάρ λὐχο? του άκρου 5 τό μέσον εστίν* ὡ δἐ μη ούτως, ενδεχεται. εστι δἐ και ου αϊτών καί ω σκοπεΐν κατά συμβεβηκός' ου μην δοκεΐ προβλήματα είναι, ει 8ε μη, ομοίως εξει τό μέσον εί μεν ομώνυμα, ομώνυμον τό μέσον' ει δ’ ώς εν γενει, ομοίως εξει. οιον διά τί και εναλλάξ άναλογον; άλλο γάρ αίτιον εν γραμμαΐς ίο καί άριθμοΐς και τό αυτό γε, fj μεν γραμμή,1 άλλο, ἡ δ’ όχον αϋξησιν τοιανδί, τό αυτό, ούτως επί πάντων, του δ’ όμοιον είναι χρώμα χρώματι καί σχήμα σχηματι άλλο άλλω. ομώνυμων γάρ το όμοιον ετί τούτων ένθα μεν γάρ ίσως τό άνάλογον εχειν τάς πλευράς καί ΐσας τάς γωνίας, επί 8ε
1 γραμμή Π : γραμμαί.
α This chapter appears to contain an alternative and presumably later treatment of the problem discussed in ch. xvi.
6 An event has only one formal cause, which is present in every instance ; but it may be inferred from any of the various properties which are its “ signs ” (cf. An. Pr. II. xxvii); and may have any number of accidental causes.
c Because a “ problem ” is a scientific proposition, and accidents lie outside the sphere of scientific knowledge.
d Since the examples which follow do not illustrate accidental relations, el δε μη must be taken (as Ross takes it) to indicate their exclusion—in spite of the commentators, who understand it to refer to ου 8ok€l.
e Aristotle notes three different cases in which the same effect has, in a sense, different causes, (a) The major may be equivocal: as “ similar ” has different meanings in different 248
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deciduous, there must be coagulation ; and if coagulation is present—not in any and every subject, but in a tree—the tree must be deciduous.
XVII.	Can the same effect be produced not by the Can the same cause in all cases but (sometimes) by a different duffer-cause ? a Surely this is (1) impossible if the effect enteause^ has been demonstrated as essential (not proved from relation is ca “ sign ” or through an accidental connexion),6 for SaL*88611" then the middle is the definition of the major term ;
(2) possible if it has not. It is possible to consider the effect and its subject in an accidental relation, but such connexions are not regarded as “ problems.” c Apart from the accidental relation,d the middle will correspond to the extreme e terms : (a) if they are equivocal, the middle will be equivocal, and (b) if they express a generic connexion, so will the middle. For example, (6) “ why do proportionals alternate ? ” / The cause is different for lines and for numbers, and yet it is the same ; different if the lines are considered as lines, and the same if they are considered as exhibiting a given increment.
So with all proportionals, (a) The cause of similarity between colours is different from that of similarity between figures, because “ similarity ” in these two cases is equivocal ; in the latter it means, presumably, that the sides are proportional and the angles equal, while in colours it means that our perception
genera, so has the middle which is the cause of similarity.
(6) The major may apply to a whole genus (e.g., quantity), of which different species may be taken as subjects : then the middle term will vary with the subject. (c) Analogical connexions (cf. 98 a 20 ff.) are in one sense the same and in another different: so are their causes.
/ The reference is to the theory of proportion mentioned at 74 a 17, where see note.
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15 χρωμάτων το την αίσθησιν μίαν εΐναι η τι άλλο τοιοΰτον. τα δε κατ’ αναλογίαν τα αυτά καί το μέσον εξ ει κατά αναλογίαν.
*Έχει δ* οντω το παρακολουθεΐν το αίτιον άλλη-λοις καί ον αίτιον και φ αίτιον καθ’ έκαστον μεν λαμβάνοντι το ον αίτιον επί πλέον, οΐον το τέτταρ-20 σιν ίσας τάς εξω έπι πλέον η τρίγωνον η τετράγωνον, άπασι δε επ’ ίσον (οσα γάρ τέτταρσιν όρθαΐς ίσας τάς εξω)' καί το μέσον ομοίως, ἐστι δε τό μέσον λὐχο? του πρώτον άκρου, δι6 πάσαι αι έπιστημαι δι* ορισμού γίγνονται.	οΐον το φνλλορροεΐν άμα
ακολουθεί τη άμπέλω καί υπερέχει, καί συκη καί 25 υπερέχει' άλλ’ ου πάντων, άλλ’ ίσον, ει δη λάβοις το πρώτον μέσον, Λἐχο? του φύλλορροεΐν ἐστιν. εσται γάρ πρώτον μεν επί θάτερα μέσον, οτ ι τοιαδί άπαντα' ειτα τούτον μέσον, οτ ι οπος πηγνυτα ι η τι άλλο τοιοΰτον. τί δ’ ἐστι το φύλλο ρροεΐν;	το
πηγννσθαι τον εν τη συνάφει του σπέρματος οπόν. 30 ’Έπι δε τών σχημάτων ώδε αποδώσει ζητοΰσι την παρακολουθησιν του αιτίου καί ου αίτιον, έστω
α E.g., in a proposition relating to bony structure the middle term, though the same by analogy, is in fact different for animal, fish and cuttle-fish (cf. 98 a 22).
b That is, with all rectilinear figures ; cf. 85 b 38 ff. c Cf. ch. viii, and 94- a 20 if.
d As necessary for the proof of their propositions. e The two botanical syllogisms of ch. xvi are here combined in a sorites, viz.,
All plants whose sap is coagulated are deciduous,
All broad-leafed plants are subject to coagulation of sap (.*. All broad-leafed plants are deciduous),
All vines, figs, etc., are broad-leafed,
All vines, figs, etc., are deciduous.
There are two middles, of which “ the first,” next to the major, 250
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of them is one and the same, or something of that sort, (c) Things which are the same by analogy will have a middle term which is analogous.®
The proper view of the reciprocation of cause, Hwcause, effect and subject is as follows. If the species are subject are taken separately, the effect has a wider extension related* than the subject—e.g., “ having the sum of the exterior angles equal to four right angles ” has a wider extension than has triangularity or squareness—but if they are taken all together, it is coextensive with them, viz., with all figures that have the sum of their exterior angles equal to four right angles b ; and similarly with the middle. The middle is the definition of the major term c ; this is the reason why all sciences are based upon definitions.^ E.g., deciduousness is a universal attribute of the vine or fig, and also has a wider extension than either ; but it is not wider than, but equal to, the sum of all the species. Thus if you take the first e middle term, you have a definition of “ deciduous.” (I say “ the first ”) because there is (another) middle term which is first in the direction of the subjects, which it describes as all having a certain characteristic ; and this in turn has a middle “ because the sap is coagulated,” or something to that effect. What is deciduousness ? Coagulation of the sap at the junction of the leaf-stalk.
If it is required to exhibit the correspondence The same
of cause and effect schematically, it will run like schemas
cally.
defines it; the other, “ first in the direction of the subject,” is merely a sub-genus of deciduous species.
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τό Α τω Β ύπάρχειν ττ αντί, το δ ἐ Β εκαστω των Δ, επι πλέον1 8ε. τό μεν 8η Β καθόλου αν ε’ίη τοΐς Δ* τούτο yap λέγω καθόλου ώ2 μὴ αντιστρέφει, πρώ-35 τον 8ε καθόλου ω έκαστον μεν μη αντιστρέφει, άπαντα 8ε αντιστρέφει και παρεκτείνει. τοΐς 8η Δ αίτιον του Α τό Β. δεῖ α,ρα το Α επι πλέον του Β επεκτείνει’ ει 8ε μη, τί μάλλον αίτιον εσται τούτο εκείνου; εί 8η πόσιν υπάρχει τοΐς E τό Α, εσται τι εκείνα εν άπαντα άλλο τοΰ Β. ει γάρ μη, πώς 99 b εσται είπεΐν ότι ω τό E τό Α παντί, ω 8ε τό Α ου παντι τό E; διά τί γαρ ούκ εσται τι αίτιον οΐον [τό Α]4 υπάρχει πάσι τοΐς Δ; άλλ* άρα και τα E εσται τι εν; επισκεφασθαι 8εΐ τούτο, καί έστω τό Γ. εν8εχεται 8η τοΰ αυτού πλείω αίτια είναι, άλλ’ 5 ου τοΐς αύτοΐς τω εΐ8ει, οΐον τού μακρόβια είναι τα μεν τετράπο8α τό μη εχειν χολήν, τα 8ε πτηνά τό ξηρά είναι η ετερόν τι.
1	πλεΐον ABd, comm.
2	ω Β1, Eustratius : ο.
3	επεκτείνειν Ross : παρεκτείνειν.
4	τό Α sed. Ross : του το Α υπάρχων coni. Mure : τοΰ A υπάρχω vel το Β υπάρχει coni. Hayduck.
“ The exposition which follows is at best elliptical, and the phrasing is unusual; it seems likely to be a supplement by another hand. If we try to lit the scheme to the preceding example we get:
All broad-leafed plants (B) are deciduous (A),
All vines, figs . . , etc., (D) are broad-leafed (B).
The “ first ” or definitely middle, “ subject to coagulation,” is passed over. Probably it is taken for granted ; indeed the remarkable inference “ Therefore A must have a wider extension than Β ” implies that Β is not definitory (for if it were, Β would be co-extensive with Λ) ; but the omission is 252
POSTERIOR ANALYTICS, II. xvn
this.® Assume that A applies to all B, and Β to each of the species of D, but with a wider extension. Then Β will be a universal attribute of the Ds ; for I call an attribute universal b even if the premiss is not convertible, although I call it universal in the primary sense only if, whereas each species separately is not convertible with it, the sum of the species is convertible and co-extensive with it. Thus Β is the cause of A’s applying to the Ds. Therefore A must have a wider extension than Β ; otherwise A might just as well be the cause of B.c If now A applies to all the species of E, they will constitute a single whole distinct from Β ; otherwise how can it be said that A applies to all that to which E applies, but not vice versa ? Surely there must be some cause (of A’s applying to the Es), just as there is for all the Ds. So it seems that the Es too will constitute a single whole. We must consider what this is ; let it be represented by C. Thus it is possible for the same effect to have more than one cause, but not when the subjects are identical in species. E.g., in quadrupeds the cause of longevity is not having a gall-bladder,'d but in birds it is dryness of constitution, or some other distinct characteristic.
hard to condone. The point, however, of “ inferring ” that A is wider than Β is to allow A to be true also of certain other species, E1, E2 . . . En, to which it is mediated through a different sub-genus, C. Then as Β is the cause of the Ds’ being A, so is C the cause of the Es’ being A : i.e., the same effect is produced by different causes in different subjects.
6 Cf. 73 b 26 ff.
e See note on a 30. In any case the ambiguity is purely formal; in any concrete example the cause could easily be identified.
d A traditional view approved by Aristotle ; cf. Part. An. 677 a 30.
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Ει δἐ ει? τό ατομον μη ευθύς έρχονται, και μη μόνον εν το μέσον άλλα ττλείω, και τα αίτια πλείω.
XVIII.	πότερον δ’ αίτιον των μέσων τό προς το 10 καθόλου πρώτον η τό προς τό καθ’ έκαστον τοΐς καθ’ έκαστον; δῆλον δη ότι τό1 εγγύτατα εκάστω ω αίτιον, του γάρ τό πρώτον υπό τό καθόλου ύπαρχειν τούτο αίτιον, οΐον τω Δ τό Γ του τό Β ύπαρχειν αίτιον, τω μεν ούν Δ τό Γ αίτιον του Α, τω δε Γ τό Β, τουτω δε αυτό.
15 XIX. Τίερί μεν ούν συλλογισμού και άποδείξεως, τί τε έκάτερόν ἐστι και πώς γίγνεται, φανερόν, άμα δε και περί επιστήμης αποδεικτικής' ταύτόν γάρ εστιν. περί 8ἐ τών αρχών, πώς τε γίγνονται γνώριμοι καί τις ή γνωρίζουσα έξις, εντεύθεν εσται2 δήλον προαπορήσασι πρώτον.
20 'Ότι μεν ούν ούκ ενδέχεται επίστασθαι δι’ άπο-δείξεως μη γιγνώσκοντι τάς πρώτας άρχάς τάς άμεσους, εΐρηται πρότερον, τών δ’ άμεσων την γνώσιν, καί πότερον η αυτή εστιν ή ούχ ή αυτή, διαπορήσειεν αν τις, καί πότερον επιστήμη εκατε-ρου [ὴ ου],3 ή τού μεν επιστήμη τού δ* έτερόν τι
1 τό Α2η : τα Bd, comm. : om. Α.
2	εσται] «τ’στι ABd.
3	η ον sed. Ross.
β Assuming a series of four terms from D (minor) to A (major), C and Β being consecutive middles.
b i.e., the immediate premisses upon which all demonstration depends, described in 72 a 14 if. These include both the axioms or general principles of reasoning (whether common to all categories or proper to a particular category) and the special principles of single sciences, viz., definitions and assumptions. (Cf. 76 a 31—77 a 4, and see Heath, Mathematics in Aristotle, pp. 50-55.) What Aristotle goes on to describe is the formation of universal concepts rather than 254
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If we do not come directly to immediate proposi- if there is tions, i.e., if there is not merely one but more than “η°βΓθω*55?β one middle term, there will be also more than one term^ there cause. XVIII. Is the cause of the several species’ more than possessing a given property the middle which is next one cause-to the universal, or the middle which is next to the species ? Clearly it is that which is nearest to the particular species which is its subject, because this middle is the cause of the proximate subject’s falling under the universal. L>g-,a C is the cause of D’s being Β ; then C is the cause of D’s being A, and Β is the cause of being A for both C and itself.
XIX.	We have now explained the nature of syllo- how do we gism and demonstration—and also of demonstrative science, which is the same as demonstration—and ciples ? how they are effected. We must next inquire how we obtain knowledge of first principles,b and what is the faculty c that secures this knowledge. The answer will be clear if we first examine some preliminary difficulties.
We have observed above d that it is impossible to reach scientific knowledge through demonstration unless one apprehends the immediate first principles.
With regard to the apprehension of immediates the questions may be asked : (1) whether it is or is not Three the same (as apprehension of mediated premisses) ; to traced. (2) whether there is scientific knowledge of both, or only of the latter, the former being cognized by a
the grasping· of universal propositions, and it is not until 100 b 3 that he (rather casually) indicates that the processes are parallel.
c βξις is a developed faculty, as contrasted with a δράμις, which is undeveloped ; but it has not seemed necessary always to mark the distinction in English.
d Book I, ch. i.
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25 yevos·, και ποτερον ουκ ενουσαι αι εζει? εγγιγνονται ἣ ενοΰσαι λελήθασιν.
Ει μεν δὴ εχομεν αύτάς, άτοπον συμβαίνει γάρ άκριβεστερας έχοντας γνώσεις άποδείξεως λανθά-νειν. ει δἐ λαμβάνομεν μη εχοντες ττροτερον, πώς αν γνωρίζοιμεν καί μανθάνοιμεν εκ μη προϋπαρ-30 χούσης γνώσεως; αδύνατον γάρ, ώσπερ καί επι της άποδε ίξεως ελεγομεν. φανερόν τοίνυν ότι ουτ* εχειν οΐόν τε ουτ άγνοοΰσι και μηδεμίαν εχουσιν εξιν εγγίγνεσθαι. ανάγκη άρα εχειν μεν τινα δύναμιν, μη τοιαύτην δ’ εχειν η εσται τούτων τιμιω-τερα κατ* ακρίβειαν, φαίνεται δε τοΰτό γε πάσιν 35 ύπάρχον τοΐς ζωοις. εχει γάρ δύναμιν σύμφυτον κριτικήν, ήν καλοϋσιν αϊσθησιν ενούσης δ* αισθή-σεως τοΐς μεν των ζώων εγγίγνεται μονή του αισθήματος, τοΐς δ’ ουκ εγγίγνεται. οσοις μεν ούν μη εγγίγνεται, ή ολως ή περί α μη εγγίγνεται, ουκ εστι τοὑτοις γνώσις εξω τοΰ αίσθάνεσθαι’ εν οΐς δ’ ιοο a ενεστιν αίσθομενοις1 εχειν ετι εν τή φυχή. πολλών δε τοιούτων γιγνομενων ήδη διαφορά τις γίγνεται, ώστε τοΐς μεν γίγνεσθαι λόγον εκ τής τών τοιούτων μονής, τοΐς δε μη.
Έκ μεν ούν αίσθήσεως γίγνεται μνήμη, ώσπερ λεγομεν, εκ δἐ μνήμης πολλάκις τοΰ αύτοΰ γιγνο-
1 αίσθαμίνοις ci. Uebenveg, scripsit Ross : αίσθανομένοις codd.
0	These two questions are answered at the end of the chapter, 100 b 5-17.	6 71 a 1 if.
c i.e., demonstration and scientific knowledge.
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different kind of knowledge ° ; and (3) whether we develop cognitive faculties which we did not possess before, or have always possessed these faculties without knowing it.
It seems paradoxical that we should have possessed them always, because then it follows that we possess, without knowing it, powers of apprehension which are more accurate than demonstration. If on the other hand we acquire them, not having possessed them before, how can we gain knowledge and learn without some pre-existent power of apprehension ?
It is an impossibility, just as we said 6 in the case of demonstration. Thus it is evident both that we cannot always have possessed them and that we cannot acquire them if we are completely ignorant and have no positive capacity. We must, then, have There must some faculty, but not such as to be superior in accu- whichfCUlty racy to those mentioned above.c Clearly this is a starting as property of all animals. They have an innate faculty cepSon?*" of discrimination, which we call sense-perception.
All animals have it, but in some the perception persists, while in others it does not.** Where it does not, there is either no cognition at all outside the act of perception, or no cognition of those objects of which the perception does not persist. Where perception does persist, after the act of perception is over the percipients can still retain the perception in the soul.
If this happens repeatedly, a distinction immediately arises between those animals which derive a coherent in rational impression from the persistence and those which velops,de do not.
Thus sense-perception gives rise to memory, as we through hold ; and repeated memories of the same thing give memory
d Of. Met. 980 b 21 ff.
κ
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5	μενης εμπειρία' αι γαρ πολλαι μνήμαι τῷ αριθμώ εμπειρία μία εστίν. εκ δ’ εμπειρίας ή εκ παντός ήρεμήσαντος τον καθόλου εν τῇ φνχή, τον ενός παρά τα πολλά, ο αν εν άπασιν εν ivfj εκείνοις τό αυτό, τέχνης άρχή και επιστήμης, εάν μεν περί γενεσιν, τέχνης, εάν δἐ περί τό ον, επιστήμης. ίο οντε δἡ εννπάρχονσιν άφωρισμεναι αι εζεις, οντ απ’ άλλων εζεων γίγνονται γνωστικωτερων, ἀλλ* από αΙσθήσεως, οΐον εν μάχη τροπής γενο μενης ενός στάντος ετερος εστη, εΐθ’ ετερος, εως επι αρχήν ήλθεν. ή δε φνχή υπάρχει τοιαντη ουσα οια δυνασθαι πάσχειν τοΰτο. ο δ’ ελεχθη μεν πάλαι, 15 ον σαφώς δε ελεχθη, πάλιν εΐπωμεν. στάντος γάρ τών αδιαφορών ενός, πρώτον μεν εν τή φνχή καθόλου (και γάρ αισθάνεται μεν τό καθ’ έκαστον, ή δ* ιοο b αϊσθησις τον καθόλου εστίν, οΐον άνθρωπον, άλλ* ον Καλλίον άνθρωπον)· πάλιν εν τοντοις ΐσταται, εως αν τα άμερή στη και τα καθόλου, οΐον τοιονδι * 6
α Or, more exactly, “ come to rest.” (Ross rightly detects a reminiscence of Plato, Phaedo 96 β ; note especially ἐκ 8ε μνήμης και δόξης λαβονσης τό ήρεμεΐν, κατά ταντα γίγνεσθαι επιστήμην. W hatever the truth about επίσταμαι and εφίσταμαι, Plato and Aristotle clearly connected the two ; cf. Physics 247 b 11 τω γάρ ηρέμησα ι και στην αι την διάνοιαν επίστασθαι . . . λεγομεθα.) The stream of transient particular sensations is contrasted with the fixed general impression which they produce in a suitable subject.
6	The point of the comparison is to suggest how a succession of unitary sensations can combine to form a permanent whole. There is also an implication of order emerging from disorder ; but this is to be found in the general sense, not in the phrase εως επι αρχήν -ήλθεν, which simply means “ until it reaches the starting-point,” i.e. until the rally has extended to the man who first gave way. Perhaps a kind of pun is intended, since Aristotle is considering the approach to the πρώται άρχαί.
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rise to experience ; because the memories, though and experi-numerically many, constitute a single experience, power of And experience, that is the universal when estab- generaliz-lished α as a whole in the soul—the One that corresponds to the Many, the unity that is identically present in them all—provides the starting-point of art and science : art in the world of process and science in the world of facts. Thus these faculties are neither innate as determinate and fully developed, nor derived from other developed faculties on a higher plane of knowledge ; they arise from sense-perception, just as, when a retreat has occurred in battle, if one man halts so does another, and then another, until the original position is restored.b The soul is so constituted that it is capable of the same sort of process. Let us re-state what we said just now c with insufficient precision. As soon as one individual d percept has “ come to a halt ” in the soul, this is the first beginning of the presence there of a universal (because although it is the particular that we perceive, the act of perception involves the universal, e.g., “ man,” not “ a man, Callias ”). Then other “ halts ” occur among these (proximate) uni-versals, until the indivisible genera e or (ultimate) universals are established. E.g., a particular species
c 100 a 3-9.
d I do not see how τα αδιάφορα can mean infimae species here. If Aristotle’s illustration means anything, it is that the process begins with the perception of individuals, although the species is perceived in the individual. Since Aristotle appears to equate τα καθ’ €καστα with τα αδιάφορα in 97 b 29-31, it seems just possible that he is doing the converse here.
Otherwise he would seem to be skipping an important stage in his description.
* The categories, which do not admit of analysis into genus and differentia. Cf. Met. 1014 b 6 if.
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100 b
ζώον, εως ζώον καί εν τούτω ωσαύτως, δῆλον δὴ οτι ή μιν τα ττ ρώτα επαγωγή γνώριζε tv αναγκαίου· καί γαρ ή1 αΐσθησις οϋτω το καθόλου εμποιεί.
5 Έττει δε των περί την διάνοιαν εξεων αΐς άλη-θεύομεν αι μεν αει αληθείς είσιν, αι δε επιδέχονται το φεΰδος, οΐον δόξα και λογισμός, αληθή δ* αει επιστήμη και νους, και οΰδεν επιστήμης ακριβέστερου άλλο γένος ή νοΰς, αι δ* άρχαι των αποδείξεων 10 γνωριμώτεραι, επιστήμη δ* άπασα μετά λόγου ἐστί, τῶν αρχών επιστήμη μεν ούκ αν εΐη, επεί δ* ούδεν αληθέστερου ενδεχεται είναι επιστήμης ή νουν, νοΰς αν εΐη τών αρχών, εκ τε τούτων σκοποΰσι και οτι άποδείξεως αρχή ούκ άπόδειξις, ώστ* ούδ επιστήμης επιστήμη, ει ούν μηδέν άλλο παρά επιστήμην 15 γένος εχομεν αληθές, νοΰς αν εΐη επιστήμης ο.ρχη. και ή μεν αρχή τής αρχής εΐη άν, ή δε πάσα ομοίως εχει προς τό παν2 πράγμα.
1	ἡ η, Eustratius : καί ABd.
2	παν η : απαν ΑΒ : om. d.
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of animal leads to the genus “ animal,” and so on. Clearly then it must be by induction that we acquire knowledge of the primary premisses, because this is also the way in which general concepts are conveyed to us by sense-perception.
Now of the intellectual faculties that we use in the pursuit of truth some {e.g., scientific knowledge and intuition) arc always true, whereas others {e.g., opinion and calculation) admit falsity ; and no other kind of knowledge except intuition is more accurate than scientific knowledge. Also first principles are more knowable than demonstrations, and all scientific knowledge involves reason. It follows that there can be no scientific knowledge of the first principles ; and since nothing can be more infallible than scientific knowledge except intuition, it must be intuition that apprehends the first principles. This is evident not only from the foregoing considerations but also because the starting-point of demonstration is not itself demonstration, and so the starting-point of scientific knowledge is not itself scientific knowledge. Therefore, since we possess no other infallible faculty besides scientific knowledge, the source from which such knowledge starts must be intuition. Thus it ■will be the primary source of scientific knowledge that apprehends the first principles, while scientific knowledge as a whole is similarly related to the whole world of facts.
Thus the method by which we apprehend first principles is induction, and the faculty must be intuition.
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INTRODUCTION
I. The Place of tiie To pic a in the Organon
Both the Topica and the de Sophisticis Elenchis have always been regarded as genuine works of Aristotle. The two treatises are closely connected ; the de Sophisticis Elenchis is an appendix to the Topica and its final section forms an epilogue to both treatises ; indeed Aristotle himself seems sometimes to regard the two as forming a single λυόγΙ^, since he twice quotes the de Sophisticis Elenchis under the title of the Topica.
It is generally admitted that what we call logic and Aristotle himself calls analytic was an early preoccupation of the philosopher and a direct outcome of discussions on scientific method held in the Platonic Academy. Plato himself, however, never attempted a formal treatment of the subject and the theories put forward, for example, in the Theaetetas, Sophist, Parmenides and Politicus were never developed into a regular system. But while Aristotle’s systematic treatment of the process of inference and, above all, his discovery of the syllogism owe little to Plato, it has been generally recognized that the Platonic dialogues contain some of the germs from which the Aristotelian system was afterwards developed ; for
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example, in the Theaetetus the doctrine of the categories is already implicit in the recognition of the abstract notions of substance, quality, quantity, relation, activity and passivity.
Of the logical treatises of Aristotle, which since about a.d. 200 have passed under the title of the Organon or ‘ instrument ’ of science, the most important are (1) the Prior Analytics, in which he sets forth the doctrine of the syllogism in its formal aspect without reference to the subject-matter with which it deals, (2) the Posterior Analytics, in which he discusses the characteristics which reasoning must necessarily possess in order to be truly scientific,
(3)	the Topica, in which he treats of the modes of reasoning, which, while syllogistically correct, fall short of the conditions of scientific accuracy. The Categories and the de Interpretatione are subsidiary treatises dealing, in the main, with the term and the proposition.
A great deal of time and ingenuity has been expended, particularly by German scholars, in an attempt to fix the exact order in which the various treatises which constitute the Organon were composed. The problem is complicated by the fact that the treatises, in the form in which they have come down to us, seem to consist of rough notes, which were evidently subjected to a certain amount of revision due to the modification and development of his original doctrines. This process has naturally given rise to minor inconsistencies such as would naturally occur if corrections were made or additions inserted which were not completely adapted to the context in Avhich they were placed.
It has been generally recognized that the whole
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of the Topica does not belong to the same date.
H.	Maier a holds that the oldest portion consists of Books II-VII. 2 and that it was written under the direct influence of the Academy and belongs to the same period as the Aristotelian Dialogues, which have survived only in fragments ; in particular, he points out that the term συλλογισμός is not used in the technical sense which it afterwards acquired (or, if it is used in that sense, e.g., in 130 a 7, it is a late insertion), whereas in the second half of Book VII the term is used in its well-known Aristotelian sense, and that, consequently, Books II-VII. 2 were composed before the philosopher made his greatest contribution to logic. He holds that Books I and VIII belong to the same period as Book VII. 4-5, and form an introduction and conclusion to the treatise written after the discovery of the syllogism, and that the de Sophisticis Elenchis was a subsequent addition to the Topica. On the other hand, F. Solmsen0 and P. Gohlkea hold that Books I-VII form the earlier portion of the work and that Book VIII and the de Sophisticis Elenchis were added subsequently.
As regards the relation of the Topica to the rest of the Organon, Maier considers the Topica as a whole to be earlier than the Analytics ; Solmsen suggests that the order was (1) Topica I-VII, (2) Posterior Analytics I, (3) Topica VIII and de Sophisticis Elenchis,
(4)	Posterior Analytics II, (5) Prior Analytics ; Gohlke holds that the traditional order of the two Analytics is correct, and that the Topica and de Sophisticis Elenchis presuppose the Analytics.
In short, there is general agreement that the bulk of the Topica embodies Aristotle’s earliest contribu-
α See Bibliography.
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tion to the systematic study of logic and that it was written in part before his discovery of the syllogism.
II.	The Content of the To pig a
The purpose of the Topica is, in the words of its author (100 a 18 if.), “ to discover a method by which we shall be able to reason from generally accepted opinions about any problem set before us and shall ourselves, when sustaining an argument, avoid saying anything self-contradictory ”; that is to say, it aims at enabling the two participants, the ‘ questioner * and the ‘ answerer,’ to sustain their parts in a dialectical discussion. The subject, then, of the treatise maybe described as the dialectical syllogism based on premises which are merely probable as contrasted with the demonstrative, or scientific, syllogism, which is the subject of the Posterior Analytics and is based on premises which are true and immediate. The probable premises which make up the dialectical syllogism are described (100 b 21 f.) as “ those which commend themselves to all or to the majority or to the wise.” The uses of dialectic are, we are told, three in number, (1) for mental training, (2) for general conversation, and (3) for application to the sciences, because (a) if we can argue a question pro and con, we shall be in a better position to recognize truth and falsehood, and (ὅ) since the first principles of the sciences cannot be scientifically demonstrated, the approach to them must be through the study of the opinions generally held about them.
After the general introduction in Book I, Aristotle, in Books II-VII. 3, gives a collection of the τόποι which give their name to the treatise. The term τόποι is 268
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somewhat difficult to define. They may be described as * commonplaces ’ of argument or as general principles of probability which stand in the same relation to the dialectical syllogism as axioms stand to the demonstrative syllogism ; in other words, they are “ the pigeon-holes from which dialectical reasoning is to draw its arguments.” a
Books II and 111 deal with the problems of accident; Books IV and V with those of genus and property ; Books VI and VII. 1-3 with those of definition. Books VII. 4-5, and Book VIII, after giving some additional notes, conclude the treatise by describing the practice of dialectical reasoning.
III.	The Manuscripts
The chief manuscripts for the Topica are :
A Urbinas 35 Β Marcianus 201 C Coislinianus 330 D Parisinus 1843 u Basileensis 54 (F ii. 21) c Vaticanus 1024 Ρ Vaticanus 207 f Marcianus App. iv. 5 q Ambrosianus M. 71 Ν Laurentianus 72. 18 i Laurentianus 72. 15 Τ Laurentianus 72. 12 0 Marcianus 204
saec. ix-x ineunt.
an. 955 saec. xi saec. xiii saec. xii saec. x-xi saec. xiii saec. xiv saec. xv saec. xv saec. xiv saec. xiii saec. xiv
Of these A and Β arc in a class by themselves. Bekker preferred A, Waitz Β ; the Teubner Editors
0 W. D. Ross, Aristotle, p. 59.
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give a slight preference to B, the readings of which are sometimes supported by papyrus fragments. C sometimes preserves the true reading.
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In translating the Topica I have used the text of Bekker in the Berlin Edition, and when I translate any other reading this is noted at the foot of the page. I have constantly referred to the Teubner text of Strache-Wallies, which does not, however, seem to me to mark any considerable advance on that of Bekker. I have found Waitz’s edition of the Organon of great use, and the Latin version of Pacius is often helpful. I have frequently consulted the Oxford translation by W. A. Pickard-Cambridge.
I have to thank my friend and former colleague Professor W. S. Maguinness, of King’s College, London, for reading through my version and giving me the benefit of his fine scholarship and accuracy. He has suggested several improvements in the text which I have been glad to adopt.
E. S. F.
[This Introduction is, with some modifications, Professor Forster’s. After his death, his edition of the Topica was seen through the press by D. J. Furley, who also compiled the Index.]
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Α
a 18 Ι. *Η μῖν πρόθεσις της πραγματείας μέθοδον εύρεΐν, άφ* ής δυνησόμεθα σνλλογίζεσθαι περί παν-20 τος του προτεθεντος προβλήματος εξ ενδόξων, και αυτοί λόγον ύπεχοντες μηθεν ερουμεν ύπεναντίον. πρώτον οΰν ρητεον τί ἐστι συλλογισμός καί τινες αύτοΰ διαφοραί, όπως ληφθή ό διαλεκτικός συλλογισμός. τούτον γαρ ζητοΰμεν κατο, την προκει-μενην πραγματείαν.
25 Έστι δη συλλογισμός λόγος εν ω τεθεντων τινών ετερόν τι των κείμενων εξ ανάγκης συμβαίνει δι α, των κείμενων, άπόδειξις μεν οΰν ἐστίν, όταν εξ αληθών καί πρώτων ό συλλογισμός ή, ή εκ τοιου-των α διά τινων πρώτων καί αληθών τής περί αυτά 30 γνώσεως την αρχήν εϊληφεν διαλεκτικός δἐ συλ-b 18 λογισμός ό εξ ενδόξων συλλογιζόμένος. εστι δε αληθή μεν καί πρώτα τα μη δι* ετερων αλλά δι αυτών εχοντα την πίστιν ου δει γάρ εν ταΐς 20 επιστημονικαΐς άρχαΐς επιζητεισθαι το διά τί, άλΧ εκάστην τών αρχών αυτήν καθ’ εαυτήν είναι πιστήν, ένδοξα δε τα δοκοϋντα πόσιν ή τοΐς πλεί-272
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BOOK I
I.	The purpose of the present treatise is to discover Introduc-a method by which we shall be able to reason from generally accepted opinions about any problem set Jfhjrhgesign before us and shall ourselves, when sustaining an treatise, argument, avoid saying anything self-contradictory.
First, then, we must say what reasoning is and what different kinds of it there are, in order that dialectical reasoning may be apprehended ; for it is the search for this that we are undertaking in the treatise which lies before us.
Reasoning is a discussion in which, certain things The differ-having been laid down, something other than these Sr reason-things necessarily results through them. Reasoning ing: is demonstration when it proceeds from premises which (a) De-are true and primary or of such a kind that we have {ive.3*™" derived our original knowledge of them through premises which are primary and true. Reasoning is (b) Dia-dialectical which reasons from generally acceptedlectlca1· opinions. Things are true and primary which command belief through themselves and not through anything else ; for regarding the first principles of science it is unnecessary to ask any further question as to ‘ why,’ but each principle should of itself command belief. Generally accepted opinions, on the other hand, are those which commend themselves
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10° h	x	„
στοις η τοι? σοφοΐς, κ αι τουτοις ἡ πασιν ἡ τοι?
πλείστοις ἡ τοι? μάλιστα γνώριμοι? και ένδοξοι?. εριστικός δ* ἐστί συλλογισμός ο εκ φαινομένων 25 ενδόξων, μη οντων δέ /ι’αι ὀ ενδόξων η φαινομένων ενδόξων φαινόμενος. ου γάρ παν το φαινόμενον ένδοξον και εστιν ένδοξον, ονθεν γάρ των λεγομένων ενδόξων επιπόλαιον εχει παντελώς την φαντασίαν, καθά περί τάς των εριστικών λόγων άρχάς συμβεβηκεν εχειν παραχρημα γάρ και ως 30 επι το πολύ τοΐς καί μικρά συνοράν δυναμενοις ιοί a κατάδηλος εν αύτοΐς η του φευδους εστι φύσις, ο μεν οΰν πρότερος τών ρηθεντων εριστικών συλλογισμών και συλλογισμός λεγεσθω, ό δε λοιπός εριστικός μεν συλλογισμός, συλλογισμός δ’ ον, επειδή φαίνεται μεν συλλογίζεσθαι, συλλογίζεται δ* ου.
5 Έτι δἐ παρά τους είρημενους άπαντας συλλογισμούς οι εκ τών περί τινας επιστημας οικείων γινόμενοι παραλογισμοί, καθάπερ επι της γεωμετρίας και τών ταύτη συγγενών συμβεβηκεν εχειν. εοικε γάρ ό τρόπος οντος διαφερειν τών είρημενών συλ-ίο λογισμών’ ούτε γάρ εξ αληθών και πρώτων συλλογίζεται ό φευδογραφών, ούτ’ εξ ενδόξων, εις γάρ τον όρον ούκ εμπίπτει’ ούτε γάρ τα πάσι δοκοΰντα λαμβάνει ούτε τα τοΐς πλείστοις ούτε τά τοΐς σο-φοΐς, και τούτοις ούτε τά πασιν ούτε τοΐς πλείστοις ούτε τοΐς ενδοξοτάτοις, άλλ’ εκ τών οικείων μεν τη 15 επιστήμη λημμάτων, ούκ αληθών δε τον συλλογισμόν ποιείται, τω γάρ η τα ημικύκλια περιγρά-
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to all or to the majority or to the wise—that is, to all of the wise or to the majority or to the most famous and distinguished of them. Reasoning is contentious (?) Conteu-it it, is based on opinions which appear to be generally accepted but are not really so, or if it merely appears to be based on opinions which are, or appear to be, generally accepted. For not every opinion which appears to be generally accepted is actually so accepted. For in none of the so-called generally accepted opinions is the illusory appearance entirely manifest, as happens in the case of the principles of contentious arguments ; for usually the nature of untruth in these is immediately obvious to those who have even a small power of comprehension. Therefore, of the above-mentioned contentious reasonings the former should actually be called reasoning, but the other should be called, not reasoning, but contentious reasoning, because it appears to reason but does not really do so.
Furthermore, besides all the above-mentioned False reasonings, there are false reasonings based on pre- reasonin®3· mises peculiar to certain sciences, as happens in geometry and the sciences kindred to it. For this kind seems to differ from the reasonings already mentioned; for the man who constructs a false figure reasons neither from true and primary premises nor from generally accepted opinions ; for he does not fall within the definition, since he does not take as his premises either universally accepted opinions or those which commend themselves to the majority or to the wise—that is to all of the wise or to the majority or to the most distinguished of them,—but his process of reasoning is based on assumptions which are peculiar to the science but not true ; for he reasons
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101 a	,	, s	*	,	V	\ f m
φζιν μη ως αει, η γραμμας τινας αγειν μη ως αν άχθείησαν, τον παραλογισμόν ποιείται.
Είδη μεν ονν των συλλογισμών, ως τυπω περι-λαβεΐν, έστω τα ειρημεν α.	καθόλου δ’ είπειν
20 περί πάντων των ειρημενων και των μετά ταΰτα. ρηθησομενων, επί τοσοΰτον ημΐν διωρίσθω, διότι περί ούδενός αυτών τον ακριβή λόγον άποδοΰ-ναι προαιρουμεθα, άλλ* όσον τυπω περί αυτών βουλόμεθα διελθεΐν, παντελώς ικανόν ηγούμενοι κατά την προκειμενην μέθοδον τό δυνασθαι γνωρίζει ν όπωσοΰν έκαστον αυτών.
25 II. 'Επόμενον δ’ αυ εΐη τοΐς είρημενοις είπειν προς πόσα τε και τινα χρήσιμος η πραγματεία, εστι δη προς τρία, προς γυμνασίαν, προς τάς εντευξεις, προς τάς κατά φιλοσοφίαν επιστημας. ότι μεν οΰν προς γυμνασίαν χρήσιμος, εξ αυτών 30 καταφανές ἐστι* μέθοδον γάρ εχοντες ραον περί του προτεθεντος επιχειρειν δυνησόμεθα. προς δε τάς εντευξεις, διότι τάς τών πολλών κατηριθμημενοι δόξας ούκ εκ τών άλλοτρίων άλλ* εκ τών οικείων δογμάτων όμι λησομεν προς α ύτους, μεταβιβά-ζοντες ό τι αν μη καλώς φαίνωνται λέγειν ημΐν. 35 προς δε τάς κατά φιλοσοφίαν επιστημας, ότι δυνά-μενοι προς άμφότερα διαπορησαι ραον εν εκάστοις κατοφόμεθα τάληθες τε και τό φεΰδος. ἔτι δἐ προς τα πρώτα τών περί εκάστην επιστήμην [άρχών]1· εκ μεν γάρ τών οικείων τών κατά την προτεθεΐσαν επιστήμην άρχών άδυνατον είπειν τι περί αυτών, ιοί b βπειδη πρώται αι άρχαι απάντων είσί, διά δε τών περί εκαστα ενδόξων ανάγκη περί αυτών διελθεΐν. τούτο δ* ίδιον η μάλιστα οίκεΐον της διαλεκτικής 1 Omitting άρχών with Β corr. and C.
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falsely either by describing the semicircles improperly or by drawing lines as they should not be drawn.
Let the above then be a description in outline of the different kinds of reasoning. In general, as regards all those already mentioned and to be mentioned hereafter, let this much distinction suffice for us, since we do not propose to give the exact definition of any of them but merely wish to describe them in outline, considering it quite enough, in accordance with the method which we have set before us, to be able to recognize each of them in some way or other.
II.	After the above remarks the next point is to The uses explain for how many and for what purposes this £featise treatise is useful. They are three in number, mental training, conversations and the philosophic sciences.
That it is useful for mental training is obvious on the face of it ; for, if we have a method, we shall be able more easily to argue about the subject proposed. It is useful for conversations, because, having enumerated the opinions of the majority, we shall be dealing with people on the basis of their own opinions, not of those of others, changing the course of any argument which they appear to us to be using wrongly. For the philosophic sciences it is useful, because, if we are able to raise difficulties on both sides, we shall more easily discern both truth and falsehood on every point. Further, it is useful in connexion with the ultimate bases of each science; for it is impossible to discuss them at all on the basis of the principles peculiar to the science in question, since the principles are primary in relation to everything else, and it is necessary to deal with them through the generally accepted opinions on each point. This process belongs peculiarly, or most appropriately to dialectic ;
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ἐστίν* εξεταστική γάρ ουσα προς τάς άπασών τών μεθόδων άρχάς ὀδόν €χει.
5 III. "Εξομεν δε τελἐω? τήν μέθοδον, όταν ομοίως εχωμεν ώσπερ επί ρητορικής καί Ιατρικής και των τοιοντων δυνάμεων, τούτο δ* εστι το εκ των ενδεχόμενων ποιεΐν α προαιρουμεθα. ούτε γαρ ο ρητορικός εκ τταντός τρόπον πείσει, οϋθ* 6 ιατρικός νγιάσει· άλλ* εάν των ενδεχόμενων μηδέν παρα-10 λείπη, ίκανώς αυτόν εχειν την επιστήμην φήσομεν.
IV. Πρώτον οΰν θεωρητεον εκ τίνων ή μέθοδος. ει δη λάβοιμεν προς πόσα καί ποια καί εκ τίνων οι λόγοι, και πώς τούτων εύπορήσομεν, εχοιμεν αν ίκανώς τό προκείμενον. εστι δ* αριθμώ ίσα και 15 ταύτά, εξ ών τε οι λόγοι καί περί ών οι συλλογισμοί. γίνονται μεν γάρ οι λόγοι εκ τών προτάσεων περί ών δε οι συλλογισμοί, τα προβλήματα εστι. πάσα δε πρότασις καί παν πρόβλημα ή γένος ή ίδιον ή σνμβεβηκός δηλοΐ· καί γάρ την διαφοράν ως ονσαν γενικήν 6μου τω γενει τακτεον. επεί δε 20 του Ιδιου τό μεν τό τί ήν είναι σημαίνει, τό δ* ου σημαίνει, διηρήσθω τό ίδιον εις άμφω τά προειρημένα μέρη, καί καλείσθω τό μεν τό τί ήν είναι σημαίνον ορος, τό δε λοιπόν κατά την κοινήν περί αυτών άποδοθεΐσαν ονομασίαν προσαγορευε-σθω ίδιον, δήλον οΰν εκ τών είρημενών ότι κατά τήν 25 νυν διαίρεσιν τετταρα τα πάντα συμβαίνει γίνεσθαι, 278
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for, being of the nature of an investigation, it lies along the path to the principles of all methods of inquiry.
III.	We shall possess the method completely when The limita-we are in a position similar to that in which we are proposed*16 with regard to rhetoric and medicine and other such method, faculties ; that is to say, when we carry out our purpose with every available means. For neither
will the rhetorician seek to persuade nor the physician to heal by every expedient ; but if he omits none of the available means, we shall say that he possesses the science in an adequate degree.
IV.	We must, then, first consider on what bases our Subjects method rests ; for if we could grasp to how many and Materials to what kind of objects our arguments are directed of Discus-and on what bases they rest, and how we are to be (i°4-i2). well provided with these, we should sufficiently attain
the end which is set before us. Now the bases of arguments are equal in number and identical with the subjects of reasonings. For arguments arise Proposi-from ‘ propositions/ while the subjects of reasonings problems are ‘ problems.’ Now every proposition and every problem indicates either a genus or a peculiarity or an accident ; for the differentia also, being generic in character, should be ranged with the genus. But since part of the peculiarity indicates the essence and part does not do so, let the peculiarity be divided into the two above-mentioned parts and let that which indicates the essence be called a ‘ definition,’ and let the remaining part be termed a ‘ property ’ in accordance with the nomenclature usually assigned in these cases. It is clear therefore, from what has been said, that, as a result of the division just made, there are four alternatives in all, either property or
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ή ίδιον ή όρον ή γένος ή συμβεβηκός. μηδείς δ’ ημάς ύπολάβη λέγειν ως έκαστον τούτων καθ’ αυτό λεγόμενον πρότασις ή πρόβλημά ἐστιν, άλλ* οτ ι από τούτων και τα προβλήματα και αι προτάσεις γίνονται, διαφέρει δε το πρόβλημα και η πρότασις 30 τω τρόπω. οϋτω μεν γάρ ρηθεντος, άρά γε το ζωον πεζόν δίπουν ορισμός ἐστιν άνθρωπον; και άρά γε το ζωον γένος εστι του άνθρωπον;, πρότασις γίνεται. εάν δε, πότερον τό ζωον πεζόν δίπουν ορισμός ἐστιν άνθρωπον η ου; [/cat πότερον τό ζωον γένος εστίν;]/ πρόβλημα γίνεται, ομοίως δἐ και επί των άλλων. ωστ εικότως ἴσα τω 35 άριθμω τα προβλήματα καί αι προτάσεις είσιν. άπό πάσης γάρ προτάσεως πρόβλημα ποιήσεις μεταβάλλων τω τρόπω.
V.	Αεκτεον δε τί όρος, τί ίδιον, τί γένος, τί συμ-βεβηκός. εστι δ’ όρος μεν λόγος 6 τό τί ήν είναι 102 a σημαίνων. άποδίδοται δε ή λόγος άντ ονόματος η λόγος άντι λόγον δυνατόν γάρ και των υπό λόγου τινα σήμαινομενων όρίσασθαι. οσοι δ’ όπωσονν όνομα τι την άπόδοσιν ποιούνται, δήλον ως ονκ άποδιδόασιν ούτοι τον του πράγματος ορισμόν, 5 επειδή πας ορισμός λόγος τις ἐστιν, όρικόν μέντοι καί τό τοιοϋτον θετεον, οΐον οτι καλόν εστι τό πρεπον. ομοίως δε καί τό πότερον ταύτόν αΐσθησις καί επιστήμη ή ετερον καί γάρ περί τούς ορισμούς, πότερον ταύτόν ή ετερον, ή πλείστη γίνεται διατριβή. απλώς δε όρικά πάντα λεγεσθω τά υπό την ίο αυτήν όντα μέθοδον τοΐς όρισμοΐς. ότι δε πάντα
1 Omitting καί πότερον . . . εστίν ; with Α Β.
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definition or genus or accident. But let no one suppose that we mean that each of these stated by itself is a proposition or a problem, but only that problems and propositions are made up of these. The problem and the proposition differ in the way in which they are stated. If we say, “ Is not ‘ pedestrian biped animal ’ a definition of man ? ” or “ Is not ‘ animal ’ the genus of man ? ” a proposition is formed. But if we say, “ Is ‘ pedestrian biped animal ’ a definition of man, or not ? ” a problem is formed. Similarly too with the other cases. It naturally follows, therefore, that the problems and the propositions are equal in number ; for you will be able to make a problem out of any proposition by altering the way in which it is stated.
V. We must next say what definition, property, The four genus and accident are. A definition is a phrase indicating the essence of something. The definition tion· is asserted either as a phrase used in place of a term, or as a phrase used in place of a phrase ; for it is possible to define some things also which are indicated by a phrase. But it is obvious that everyone who makes an assertion by means of a term in any way whatever, does not assert the definition of the thing, because every definition is a phrase of a certain kind. However, such a statement as “ That which is seemly is beautiful ” must also be put down as being ‘ definitely,’ and likewise the question “ Are sensation and knowledge the same thing or different ? ” For when we are dealing with definitions, we spend most of our time discussing whether things are the same or different. In a word, let us call ‘ deiinitory ’ everything which comes under the same kind of inquiry as do definitions; and it is self-evident that all the above-
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τα νυν ρηθεντα τοιαυτ* ἐστί, δῆλον αυτών. δυνάμενοι yap οτι ταυτὲν κταί οτ ι ετερον διαλεγε-σθαι, τω αύτώ τρόπω και προς τους ορισμούς επι-χειρεΐν εύιτορήσομεν δείξαντες γαρ οτι ου ταύτόν ἐστιν άνηρηκότες εσόμεθα τον ορισμόν. ου μην 15 αντιστρέφει γε τό νυν ρηθεν ου γαρ ικανόν προς τό κατασκευάσαι τον ορισμόν τό δεΐξαι ταύτόν ον. προς μέντοι τό άνασκευάσαι αυτάρκες τό δεΐξαι ότι ου ταύτόν.
’'Ιδιου δ’ εστϊν ο μη δηλοΐ μεν τό τί ην είναι, μόνω δ’ υπάρχει και άντικατηγορεΐται του πράγματος, 20 ο ιον ίδιον ανθρώπου τό γραμματικής είναι δεκτικόν * ει γαρ άνθρωπός εστι, γραμματικής δεκτικός ἐστι, και ει γραμματικής δεκτικός εστιν, άνθρωπός ἐστιν. ούθεις γαρ ίδιον λεγει τό ενδεχόμενον άλλω ύπ-άρχειν, οΐον τό καθεύδειν άνθρώπω, ουδ’ αν τύχη 25 κατά τινα χρόνον μόνω ύπάρχον. ει δ’ άρα τι και λεγοιτο των τοιούτων ίδιον, ούχ απλώς άλλα ποτε ή πρός τι ίδιον ρηθήσεται· τό μεν γαρ εκ δεξιών είναι ποτε ίδιον εστι, τό δε δίπουν πρός τι ίδιον τυγχάνει λεγόμενον, οΐον τω άνθρώπω πρός ίππον και κύνα. ότι δε τών ενδεχόμενων άλλω ύπάρχειν 30 ούθεν άντικατηγορεΐται, δήλον ού γαρ άναγκαΐον, ει τι καθεύδει, άνθρωπον είναι.
ΙΥυος· δ’ εστι τό κατά πλειόνων και διαφερόντων
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mentioned instances are of this kind. For when we can argue that things are the same or that they are different, we shall by the same method have an abundance of arguments for dealing with definitions also ; for when we have shown that a thing is not the same as another we shall have destroyed the definition.
The converse of what we have just said does not, however, hold good ; for it is not enough for the construction of a definition to show that one thing is the same as another ; but, in order to destroy a definition, it is enough to show that it is not the same.
A property is something which does not show the (δ) Proessence of a thing but belongs to it alone and is pre- perty* dicated convertibly of it. For example, it is a property of man to be capable of learning grammar ; for if a certain being is a man, he is capable of learning grammar, and if he is capable of learning grammar, he is a man. For no one calls anything a property which can possibly belong to something else ; for example, he does not say that sleep is a property of man, even though at one moment it might happen to belong to him only. If, therefore, any such thing were to be called a property, it will be so called not absolutely but as at a certain time or in a certain relation ; for ‘ to be on the right-hand side ’ is a property at a certain time, and ‘ biped ’ is actually assigned as a property in a certain relation, for example, as a property of man in relation to a horse or a dog. That nothing which can possibly belong to something other than a certain thing is a convertible predicate of that thing is obvious ; for it does not necessarily follow that if anything is sleeping it is a man.
A genus is that which is predicated in the category (c) Genus.
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τω eioei ev τω τι εστι κατηγορούμενον. εν τω τι
ἐστι δἐ κατηγορεΐσθαι τα τοιαΰτα λεγεσθω, οσα άρμόττει άποδοΰναι ερωτηθεντα τί ἐστι τό προκεί-35 μ€νον, καθάπερ επί του ανθρώπου αρμόττει, ερωτηθεντα τί εστι το προκείμενον, είπεΐν οτι ζωον. γενικόν δἐ καὶ τό πότερον εν τω αντω γενει άλλο άλλω η εν ετερω. και γάρ τό τοιοντον υπό την αυτήν μέθοδον πίπτει τω γενει' διαλεχθεντες γάρ ότι τό ζωον γένος του ανθρώπου, ομοίως δε και τον βοός, διειλεγμενοι εσόμεθα ότι εν τω αντω γενει.
102 b εάν δε τοΰ μεν ετερου δείξωμεν ότι γένος εστι, του δε ετερου ότι ούκ εστι, διειλεγμενοι εσόμεθα οτι ούκ εν τω αντω γενει ταϋτ ἐστίν.
Συμβεβηκός δε ἐστιν ο μηδέν μεν τούτων εστι, 5 μήτε όρος μήτε ίδιον μήτε γένος, υπάρχει δε τω πράγματι, και ο ενδεχεται ύπάρχειν ότωοΰν ενι και τω αντω και μη ύπάρχειν, οΐον τό καθησθαι ενδεχεται ύπάρχειν τινι τω αντω και μη ύπάρχειν. ομοίως δε καί τό λευκόν τό γάρ αυτό ούθεν κωλύει 10 ὀτε μεν λευκόν ότε δε μη λευκόν είναι, εστι δε των τοΰ σνμβεβηκότος ορισμών ό δεύτερος βελ-τίων τοΰ μεν γάρ πρώτον ρηθεντός άναγκαΐον, ει μέλλει τις συνησειν, προειδέναι τί ἐστιν ορος καί γένος καί ίδιον, ό δε δεύτερος αυτοτελής εστι προς τό γνωρίζειν τί ποτ εστι τό λεγόμενον καθ' αύτό. 15 προσκείσθωσαν δε τω σνμβεβηκότι καί αι προς άλληλα συγκρίσεις, όπωσοΰν από τοΰ σνμβεβηκότος λεγόμεναι, οίον πότερον τό καλόν η τό συμφέρον 284
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of essence of several things which differ in kind. Predicates in the category of essence may be described as such things as are fittingly contained in the reply of one who has been asked “ What is the object before you ? ” For example, in the case of man, if someone is asked what the object before him is, it is fitting for him to say “ An animal.” The question whether one thing is in the same genus as another thing or in a different one, is also a ‘ generic ’ question ; for such a question also falls under the same kind of inquiry as the genus. For having argued that ‘ animal ’ is the genus of man and likewise also of ox, we shall have argued that they are in the same genus ; but if we show that it is the genus of the one but not of the other, we shall have argued that they are not in the same genus.
An accident is that which is none of these things— (d) Acci-neither definition, nor property, nor genus—but still dent‘ belongs to the thing. Also it is something which can belong and not belong to any one particular thing ; for example, ‘ a sitting* position ’ can belong or not belong to some one particular thing. This is likewise true of ‘ whiteness ’ ; for there is nothing to prevent the same thing being at one time white and at another not white. The second of these definitions of accident is the better ; for when the first is enunciated, it is necessary, if one is to understand it, to know beforehand what is meant by ‘ definition ’ and ‘ genus ’ and ‘ property,’ whereas the second suffices of itself to enable us to know what is meant without anything more. We may place also in the category of accident comparisons of things with one another, "when they are described in terms derived in any way from accident; for example, the questions “ Is the honour-
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αιρετωτερον, και ποτερον ο κατ αρετήν η o κατ άπόλαυσιν ηδίων βίος, και ει τι άλλο παραπλησίως τυγχάνει τούτοις λεγόμενον· επι παντων γαρ των 20 τοιουτων, ποτερω μάλλον το κατηγορούμενον συμ-βεβηκεν, ή ζητησις γίνεται, δῆλον δ* εξ αυτών οτι το συμβεβηκός ούθεν κωλύει ποτε και προς τι ίδιον γίνεσθαι, οΐον το καθησθαι συμβεβηκός ον, όταν τις μόνος κάθηται, τότε ϊδ ιον ἔσται, μη μονού δε καθημενου προς τούς μη καθημενους ’ίδιον. 25 ώστε και πρός τι και ποτε ούθεν κωλύει τό συμβεβηκός ίδιον γίνεσθαι. απλώς δ' ίδιον ούκ εσται.
VI.	Μὴ λανθανετω δ* ημάς ότι τα πρός τό ίδιον και τό γένος καί τό συμβεβηκός πάντα και προς τούς ορισμούς αρμόσει Λέγεσθαι, δείξαντες γαρ 30 ότι ου μόνω υπάρχει τω υπό τον ορισμόν, ώσπερ καί επί του ίδιου, η ότι ου γένος τό άποδοθεν εν τω όρισμώ, η οτι ούχ υπάρχει τι τών εν τω λόγω ρηθεντων, όπερ καί επί τ ου συμβεβηκότος αν ρηθείη, άνηρηκότες εσόμεθα τον ορισμόν ώστε 35 κατά τον έμπροσθεν άποδοθεντα λόγον άπαντ αν εϊη τρόπον τινα όρικά τα κατηριθμημενα. άλλ’ ου διά τούτο μίαν επί πάντων καθόλου μέθοδον ζητη-τεον ούτε γάρ ρόδιον εύρεΐν τούτ εστίν, ει θ' εύρεθείη, παντελώς ασαφής καί δύσχρηστος αν εϊη πρός την προκειμενην πραγματείαν, ιδίας δε καθ' 286
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able or the expedient preferable ? ” and “ Is the life of virtue or the life of enjoyment more pleasant ? ” and any other question which happens to be expressed in a similar kind of way ; for in all such cases the question is to which of the two does the predicate more properly belong as an accident. It is self-evident that nothing prevents the accident from being temporarily or relatively a property ; for example, the position of sitting, though it is an accident, will at the time be a property, when a man is the only person seated, while, if he is not the only person seated, it will be a property in relation to any persons who are not seated. Thus nothing prevents the accident from becoming both a relative and a temporary property, but it will never be a property absolutely.
VI.	We must not, however, omit to notice that How far can everything which is applicable to property, genus and ^cables be accident can be fittingly applied to definitions also, treated^ ^ For when we have shown that some attribute does not belong to the subject of the definition only (as we do also in the case of a property), or that what is assigned in the definition is not the true genus of the subject, or that something mentioned in the statement does not belong (as would also be asserted in the case of an accident), we shall have destroyed the definition ; and so, in accordance with the statement made above, all the cases which have been enumerated would be in a sense ‘ definitory.’ But we must not for this reason seek for a single method of inquiry which is generally applicable to all of them ; for it is not easy to discover, and if it were to be discovered, it would be wholly obscure and difficult to apply to our present treatise. If, however, a special method
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έκαστον των διορισθεντων γενών αποδοθείσης μεθ-103 a όδου ραον εκ των περί έκαστον οίκείων ή διέξοδος τον προκειμενου γενοιτ3 αν. ώστε τυπω μεν, καθάπερ εΐρηται πρότερον, διαιρετεον, των δε λοιπών τα μάλισθ3 εκάστοις οικεία προσαπτεον, όρικά τε και γενικά προσαγορεύοντας αυτά, σχε-5 δόυ δἐ προσήπται τα ρηθεντα προς εκάστοις.
VII.	Πρώτου δἐ πάντων περί τ αυτόν διοριστεον, ποσαχώς λεγεται. δόξειε δ’ αν το ταντόν ως τυπω λαβεΐν τριχή διαιρεΐσθαι. άριθμώ γάρ ή εΐδει ή γενει το ταντόν ειώθαμεν π ροσαγο ρευειν, άριθμώ 10 μεν ών ονόματα πλείω τό δε πράγμα εν, οΐον λώπιον και ίμάτιον, εΐδει δε όσα πλείω όντα αδιάφορα κατά τό είδος ἐστι, καθάπερ άνθρωπος άν-θρώπω και ίππος ΐππω · τα γάρ τοιαΰτα τω εΐδει λεγεται ταντά, όσα υπό τα ντο είδος, ομοίως δε καί γενει ταντά, όσα υπό ταυ τό γένος εστίν, οΐον 15 ΐππος άνθρώπω. δόξειε δ3 αν τό από της αυτής κρήνης ύδωρ ταντόν λεγόμενον εχειν τινα διαφοράν παρά τους είρημενονς τρόπους· ου μήν αλλά καί τό τοιουτόν γε εν τω αντώ τετάχθω τοΐς καθ’ εν είδος όπωσοϋν λεγομενοις. άπαντα γάρ τα τοιαΰτα συγγενή και παραπλήσια άλλήλοις εοικεν είναι. 20 παν μεν γάρ ύδωρ παντι ταντόν τω εΐδει λεγεται διά τό εχειν τινα ομοιότητα, τό δ’ από της αυτής κρήνης ύδωρ ούδενι άλλω διαφέρει άλλ’ ή τω σφοδροτεραν είναι την ομοιότητα* διό ον χωρίζομεν 288
TOPICA, I. Vi—vii
of inquiry is provided for each of the different classes which we have distinguished, the exposition of the subject before us would be more easily performed on the basis of what is appropriate to each class. And so, as has already been said, we must make broad divisions and fit into them those of the other questions which are most appropriate to each, calling them ‘ definitory * and ‘ generic.’ The questions to which I referred have now been, for all intents and purposes, assigned to their several classes.
VII.	First of all we must distinguish the various meanings of ‘ the same.’ In general, ‘ sameness ’ would seem to fall into three divisions ; for we usually speak of numerical, specific and generic sameness. There is numerical sameness when there is more than one name for the same thing, e.g., ‘ mantle * and ‘ cloak.’ There is specific sameness when there are several things but they do not differ in species, e.g., one man and another man, one horse and another horse ; for such things as fall under the same species are said to be specifically the same. Similarly things are generically the same when they fall under the same genus, e.g., horse and man. Water from the same fountain described as ‘ the same water ’ might seem to have a sameness differing somewhat from the abovementioned kinds ; however, a case of this kind ought also to be placed in the same class as those which are called in any sense the same as belonging to one species. For all such things seem to be akin and similar to one another ; for any Avater is said to be specifically the same as any other water because it has a certain similarity to it, and water from the same fountain differs in no other respect than in its more striking degree of similarity ; and so we do not
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The various uses of the term ‘ sameness ’:
(a)	Numerical.
(b)	Specific.
(c) Generic.
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αυτό τῶν καθ’ εν είδος όπωσοΰν Αεγομενων. μάλιστα δ* όμολογουμενως το εν αριθμώ ταυτόν παρά 25 πάσι δοκεῖ λεγεσθαι. εϊωθε δἐ καί τούτο άπο-δίδοσ0αι πλέοναχώς, κυριώτατα μεν και πρώτως όταν όνόματι ή ορω το ταντον αποδοθή, καθάπ€ρ ιμάτιον λωπίω και ζωον πεζόν δίπουν άνθρώπω, δεύτερον δ’ όταν τω ίδίω, καθάπερ τό επιστήμης δεκτικόν άνθρώπω καί τό τή φύσει άνω φερόμενον 30 ττυρί, τρίτον δ’ όταν από του συμβεβηκότος, οΐον τό καθήμενον ή τό μουσικόν Σωκράτει. πάντα γάρ ταντα τό εν αριθμώ βούλεται σημαίνειν. ότι δ* αληθές τό νυν ρηθεν ἐστιν, εκ των μεταβαλλόντων τάς προσηγορίας μάλιστ αν τις καταμάθοι. πολ-λάκις γάρ επιτάσσοντες όνόματι καλεσαι τινά των 35 καθημενων μεταβάλλομεν, όταν τύχη μη συνιεις ω την πρόσταξιν ποιούμεθα, ως από του συμβε-βηκότος αντοΰ μάλλον συνήσοντος, και κελενομεν τον καθήμενον ή δια λεγόμενον καλεσαι προς ημάς, δήλον ως ταυτόν υπολαμβάνοντες κατά τε τουνομα και κατά τό συμβεβηκός σημαίνειν.
103b VIII. Τό μεν οΰν ταυτόν, καθάπερ εΐρηται, τριχή διηρήσθω. ότι δ9 εκ των πρότερον είρημενων οι λόγοι και διά τούτων καί προς ταΰτα, μια μεν
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distinguish it from the things called in any sense the same as belonging to one species. The term ‘ the same ’ seems to be applied with the most general acceptance of everyone to that which is numerically one. But even this is usually employed in several senses. Its principal and primary sense occurs when sameness is applied to a name or a definition, e.g., when a ‘ cloak ’ is said to be the same as a ‘ mantle,’ or when ‘ a biped pedestrian animal ’ is said to be the same as a ‘ man.’ A second sense occurs when sameness is applied to a property, e.g., when ‘ capable of receiving knowledge ’ is said to be the same as ‘ man/ and ‘ that which is naturally carried upwards * is said to be the same as ‘ fire.’ A third sense occurs when the sameness is based on an accident, e.g., when ‘ that which is seated ’ or ‘ that which is musical ’ is said to be the same as ‘ Socrates.’ All these uses aim at indicating numerical oneness. That what we have just said is true can best be understood by a change of the manner of description ; for often when we order someone to summon one of several seated persons, giving his name,® we change the description when the person to whom we are giving the order does not happen to understand, since he will understand better from some accidental feature ; we, therefore, tell him to summon ‘ the man who is seated ’ or ‘ the man who is talking,’ obviously conceiving that we are indicating the same thing both when we name it and when we state an accident of it.
VIII.	Of ‘ sameness/ then, as has been said, three Twofold senses can be distinguished. Now that arguments division^?'9 start from the above-mentioned elements and proceed predicables, through them and lead up to them is proved, in the
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103 b ,	«, χ ^	,	, Μ	,	,
πίστις η δια της επαγωγής· ει yap τι? επισκοπόιη
εκάστην τών προτάσεων καί των προβλημάτων, δ φαίνοιτ* αν η από του ορού η από τον ίδιου η απο του γένους η από του συμβεβηκότος γεγενημενη. άλλη δε πίστις η δια συλλογισμούϊ, ανάγκη γάρ παν τό περί τινος κατηγορούμενον ήτοι αντικατ-ηγορεΐσθαι του πράγματος η μη. και ει μεν άντι-κατηγορεΐται, ορος η ίδιον αν είη’ ει μεν γάρ 10 σημαίνει τό τί ην είναι, ορος, ει δε μη σημαίνει, ίδιον' τούτο γάρ ην ίδιον, τό άντικατηγορονμενον μεν, μη σημαίνον δε τό τί ην είναι, εΐ δε μη άντικατηγορειται του πράγματος, ήτοι των εν τω όρισμω του υποκείμενου λεγομένων εστιν η ου. και ει μεν των εν τω όρισμω λεγομένων, γένος 15 η διαφορά αν είη, επειδή ο ορισμός εκ γένους και διαφορών εστιν' ει δἐ μη των εν τω όρισμω λεγομένων ἐστί, δηλον ότι συμβεβηκός αν είη· τό γάρ συμβεβηκός ελεγετο δ μήτε όρος μήτε γένος μήτε ίδιον εστιν, υπάρχει δε τω πράγματι.
20 IX. Μετά τοίνυν ταΰτα δει διορίσασθαι τα γένη των κατηγοριών, εν οΐς ύπάρχουσιν αι ρηθεΐσαι τετταρες. εστι δε ταΰτα τον άριθμόν δέκα, τί ἐστι, ποσόν, ποιόν, πρός τι, που, ποτε, κεΐσθαι, εχειν, ποιειν, πάσχειν. άεί γάρ τό συμβεβηκός 25 και τό γένος καί τό ίδιον καί ό ορισμός εν μια τούτων τών κατηγοριών ἔσται· πάσαι γάρ αι διά τούτων προτάσεις ή τί εστιν ή ποιόν ή ποσόν ή τών άλλων τινα κατηγοριών σημαίνουσιν. δηλον 292
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first place, by induction. For if one were to examine each separate proposition and problem, it would be clear that it has come into being either from the definition of something or from its property or from its genus or from its accident. Another proof is through reasoning ; for necessarily anything which is predicated about something must either be or not be convertible with its subject. If it is convertible, it would be a definition or a property ; for if it indicates the essence, it is a definition, but, if it does not do so, it is a property ; for we saw a that this was a property, namely, that which is predicated convertibly but does not indicate the essence. If, however, it is not predicated convertibly with the subject, it either is or is not one of the terms given in the definition of the subject ; and if it is one of the terms in the definition, it must be either the genus or the differentia, since the definition is composed of genus and differentiae. If, however, it is not one of the terms given in the definition, obviously it must be an accident ; for the accident was said b to be that which, while it belongs to the subject, is neither a definition nor a genus nor a property.
IX.	Next we must define the kinds of categories in which the four above-mentioned predicates are found. They are ten in number : essence, quantity, quality, relation, place, time, position, state, activity, passivity. For the accident, the genus, the property and the definition will always be in one of these categories ; for all propositions made by means of these indicate either essence or quality or quantity or one of the other categories. It is self-evident that he who
α 102 a 18.
6 102 b 4.
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δ’ όζ αυτών otl 6 το τί ἐστι σημαινων ore μεν ουσίαν σημαίνει, οτἐ he ποιόν, ότό he των άλλων τινα κατηγοριών. όταν μῖν γάρ eKKe^evoa αν-30 θρώπου φη το όκκ€ΐμ€νον άνθρωπον elvai η ζώον, τί ἐστι λόγ€ΐ και ουσίαν σημαίνει* όταν he χρώματος λευκου όκκ€ΐμόνου φη το eKKe^evov λeυκ6v elvai η χρώμα, τί ἐστι λeγeι και ποιόν σημαίνει. ομοίως he και eav πηχυαίου μ€γόθους όκκ€ΐμόνου φη τό £κκ€ΐμ€νον πηχυα ιον elvai μόγ€0ος, τί ἐστιν 35 epei και ποσόν σημαίνει, ομοίως he και £πί τών άλλων όκαστον γάρ τών τοιουτων, £άν τε αυτό πepι αύτοΰ λόγηται eav τε τό γόνος πepι τούτου, τί ἐστι σημαίνει, όταν δἐ π€ρι €Τβρου, ου τι εστι σημαίνει, αλλά ποσόν η ποιόν η τινα τών άλλων κατηγοριών. ώστ€ π€ρι ών μ£ν οι λόγοι και £ζ 104a ών, ταΰτα και τοσαΰτά ἐστι* πώς he ληφόμ€0α και δι’ ών €υπορησομ€ν, μετά ταΰτα λ€Κτόον.
Χ. Πρώτου τοίνυν hιωρίσθω, τί ἐστι πρότασις όιαλ€κτική και τί πρόβλημα διαλεκτικόν. ου γάρ πάσαν πρότασιν oahe παν πρόβλημα διαλεκτικόν 5 deTeov oaheις γάρ αν προτείνειε νουν όχων τό μη-hevι όοκοΰν, oahe προβάλοι τό πάσι φανερού ἣ τοΐς πλeίστoις' τα μόν γάρ ούκ εχει απορίαν, τα δ’ oahe ις αν 9ety. ἐστι he πρότασις διαλε^τικὑ £ρώ-τησις evho£oς η πόσιν η τοΐς πλeίστoις η τοΐς ίο σοφοΐς, και τουτοις ή πόσιν η τοΐς πλ€ΐστοις η τοΐς 294
TOPICA, I. IX—χ
indicates the essence of something, indicates sometimes a substance, sometimes a quality, and sometimes one of the other categories. For when a man is put before him and he says that what is put before him is a man or an animal, he states an essence and indicates a substance ; but when a white colour is put before him and he says that what is put before him is white or a colour, he states an essence and indicates «α quality. Similarly, if a magnitude of a cubit is put before him and he says that what is put before him is a magnitude of a cubit, he will be stating an essence and is indicating a quantity. Similarly with the other kinds of predicates ; for each of such things, both if it be asserted about itself and if its genus be asserted about it, indicates an essence ; but when it is asserted about something else, it does not indicate an essence but a quality or quantity or one of the other categories. Such then is the nature and such is the number of the subjects about which arguments take place and the materials on which they are based. How we shall derive them and by what means we shall obtain a supply of them, must next be stated.
X.	In the first place then let us define the nature Dialectical of a dialectical proposition and a dialectical problem.
For not every proposition and every problem can be put down as dialectical ; for no man of sense would put into a proposition that which is no one’s opinion, nor into a problem that which is manifest to everyone or to most people ; for the latter raises no question, while the former no one would accept. Now a dialectical proposition is a question which accords >vith the opinion held by everyone or by the majority or by the wise—either all of the wise or the majority or the most
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μάλιστα γνωρίμοις, μη παράδοξος' θειη γαρ αν τις το δοκοΰν τοΐς σοφοΐς, εάν μη εναντίον ταΐς των πολλών δόξαις η. είσι δε προτάσεις διαλεκτικαι και τα τοΐς ενδόξοις όμοια, καί τάναντία κατ' άντί-φασιν τοΐς δοκοΰσιν ενδόξοις είναι προτεινόμενα, 15 και δσαι δόξαι κατά τεχνας είσι τάς εύρημενας. εί γαρ ένδοξον τό την αυτήν είναι των εναντίων επιστήμην, καί το αισθησιν την αυτήν είναι των εναντίων ένδοξον αν φανειη, και ει μιαν αριθμώ γραμματικήν είναι, και αύλητικην μίαν, ει δε πλείους γραμματικάς, και αύλητικας πλείους' πάντα 20 γαρ όμοια και συγγενή ταυτ εοικεν είναι, ομοίως δε καί τα τοΐς ενδόξοις εναντία κατ άντίφασιν προ-τεινόμενα ένδοξα φανεΐται· ει γαρ ένδοξον ότι δει τούς φίλους ευ ποιεϊν, και ότι ου δει κακώς ποιεΐν ένδοξον, εστι δ* εναντίον μεν οτι δει κακώς ποιεΐν 25 τούς φίλους, κατ’ άντίφασιν δε ότι ου δει κακώς ποιεΐν. ομοίως δἐ και ει δει τούς φίλους ευ ποιεΐν, τούς εχθρούς ου δει. εστι δε και τούτο κατ’ άντί-φασιν τών εναντίων' τό γαρ εναντίον εστιν οτι δει τούς εχθρούς ευ ποιεΐν. ωσαύτως δε και επι τών άλλων, ένδοξον δ’ εν παραβολή φανεΐται και τό εναντίον περί του εναντίου, οΐον ει τούς φίλους 30 δει ευ ποιεΐν, και τούς εχθρούς δει κακώς, φανειη 296
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famous of them—and which is not paradoxical ; for one would accept the opinion of the wise, if it is not opposed to the views of the majority. Views which are similar to received opinions are also dialectical propositions, and so also are propositions made by way of contradicting the contrary of received opinions, and also views which accord with the arts which have been discovered. For if it is a received opinion that the knowledge of contraries is the same, it might seem to be a received opinion that the perception also of contraries is the same ; and if it is a received opinion that there is a single art of grammar, it might seem to be a received opinion that there is also only one art of flute-playing, whereas if it is a received opinion that there is more than one art of grammar, it might seem to be a received opinion that there is also more than one art of flute-playing ; for all these seem to be similar and akin. In like manner, also, propositions made by way of contradicting the contrary of received opinions will seem to be received opinions ; for if it is a received opinion that one ought to do good to one’s friends, it will also be a received opinion that one ought not to do them harm. Now that we ought to harm our friends is contrary to the received opinion, and this stated in a contradictory form is that we ought not to harm our friends. Likewise also, if we ought to do good to our friends, we ought not to do good to our enemies ; this also takes the form of a contradiction of contraries, for the contrary is that we ought to do good to our enemies. The same is true of all the other cases. The contrary stated about the contrary in a comparison will also appear to be a received opinion ; for example, if we ought to do good to our friends, we ought also to do harm to our
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104a , , , , , . ,N T x
δ’ αν και, εναντίον το τους φίλους ευ ποιεΐν τω τους
εχθρούς κακώς* πότερον δἐ καί κατ αλήθειαν
όντως εχει ή ον, εν τοΐς υπέρ των ενάντιων
λεγομένους ρηθήσεται. δῆλον δ' οτ ι καί οσαι δόξαι
κατά τέχνας είσί, διαλεκτικαί προτάσεις είσί' θείη
35 yap αν τις τα δοκοΰντα τοΐς υπέρ τοντων επεσκεμ-
μένοις, οΐον περί μεν των εν ιατρική ως 6 Ιατρός,
περί δἐ των εν γεωμετρία ως ο γεωμέτρης· ομοίως
δέ και επί των άλλων.
104 b XI. Πρόβλημα δ’ εστι διαλεκτικόν θεώρημα το συντεΐνον ή προς αΐρεσιν και φυγήν ή προς αλήθειαν και γνώσιν, ή αυτό ή ως συνεργόν πρός τι έτερον των τοιοντων περί ου ή ούδετέρως δοζά-ζουσιν ή έναντίως οι πολλοί τοΐς σοφοΐς ή οι 5 σοφοί τοΐς πολλοΐς ή εκάτεροι αυτοί έαυτοΐς. ενια μεν γάρ των προβλημάτων χρήσιμον είδέναι προς τό ελέσθαι ή φυγεΐν, οΐον πότερον ή ηδονή αιρετόν ή ου, ενια δε πρός τό είδέναι μόνον, οΐον πότερον 6 κόσμος άΐδιος ή ου, ενια δε αυτά μεν καθ' αυτά ίο πρός ουδέτερον τούτων, σύνεργά δέ εστι πρός τινα των τοιούτων' πολλά γάρ αυτά μεν καθ' αυτά ου βουλόμεθα γνώριζειν, έτέρων δ’ ενεκα, όπως διά τούτων άλλο τι γνωρίσω μεν. εστι δέ προβλήματα καί ών ενάντιοι είσί συλλογισμοί (απορίαν γάρ έχει πότερον ούτως εχει ή ούχ ούτως διά τό 298
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enemies. To do good to one’s friends might also appear to be the contrary of doing harm tQ one’s enemies ; but whether this is really true or not will be dealt with in our discussions of contraries.® It is also obvious that all opinions which accord with the arts are dialectical propositions ; for one would accept the opinions of those who have examined the subjects in question. For example, on questions of medicine one would think as the doctor thinks and in matters of geometry as the geometrician thinks, and so too with the other arts.
XI.	A dialectical problem is an investigation leading Dialectical either to choice and avoidance or to truth and know- Problems-ledge, either by itself or as an aid to the solution of some other such problem. Its subject is something about which either men have no opinion either way, or most people hold an opinion contrary to that of the wise, or the wise contrary to that of most people, or about which members of each of these classes disagree among themselves. The knowledge of some of these problems is useful for the purpose of choice or avoidance ; for example, whether pleasure is worthy of choice or not. The knowledge of some of these is useful purely for the sake of knowledge, for example, whether the universe is eternal or not.
Others, again, are not useful in themselves for either of these purposes but as an aid to the solution of some similar problem ; for there are many things which we do not wish to know for themselves but for other purposes, in order that through them we may obtain knowledge of something else. Problems also occur where reasonings are in conflict (for they involve a doubt whether something is so or not, because there
e 112 b 27 if.
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περί άμφοτερων είναι λόγους πιθανούς) και περί 15 ών λόγον μη εχομεν οντων μεγάλων, χαλεπόν οίό-μενοι είναι τό διά τί άποδοΰναι, οΐον πότερον 6 κόσμος άΐδιος η ου· και γάρ τα τοιαΰτα ζητήσειεν αν τις.
Τα μεν οΰν προβλήματα και αι προτάσεις, καθάπερ εΐρηται, διωρίσθατ θεσις δε ἐστιν ύπόληφις 20 παράδοξος των γνωρίμων τινος κατά φιλοσοφίαν, οΐον ότι ούκ εστιν άντιλεγειν, καθάπερ εφη Αντισθένης, ή οτι πάντα κινείται καθ' 'Ηράκλειτον, ή ότι εν τό ον, καθάπερ Μἐλισσο? φησιν τό γάρ του τυχόντος εναντία ταΐς δόξαις άποφηναμενου φρόντιζειν εϋηθες. ή περί ών λόγον όχομεν εναν-25 τίον ταΐς δόξαις, οΐον ότι ου παν τό ον ήτοι γενό-μενόν εστιν ή σίδιον, καθάπερ οι σοφισταί φασιν μουσικόν γάρ όντα γραμματικόν είναι ούτε γενό-μενον ούτε σίδιον οντα. τούτο γάρ, εί καί τινι μη δοκεΐ, δόξειεν αν διά τό λόγον εχειν.
’Έστι μεν οΰν και ή θεσις πρόβλημα· ου παν δἐ 30 πρόβλημα θεσις, επειδή ενια των προβλημάτων τοιαϋτ’ εστι περί ών ούδετερως δοξάζομεν. ότι δε ἐστι και ή θεσις πρόβλημα, δῆλον ανάγκη γάρ εκ των είρημενων ή τούς πολλούς τοις σοφοΐς περί την θεσιν άμφισβητεΐν ή όποτερουσουν εαυτοϊς, επειδή 35 ύπόληφίς τις παράδοξος ή θεσις εστίν. σχεδόν δε νυν πάντα τα διαλεκτικά προβλήματα θεσεις καλούνται. διαφερετω δἐ μηδέν όπωσοΰν λεγόμενον ου γάρ όνοματοποιήσαι βουλόμενοι διείλομεν ούτως 300
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are strong arguments on both sides), and also where, because the questions are so vast, we have no argument to offer, thinking it difficult to assign a reason, for example, whether the universe is eternal or not ; for one might inquire into such questions also.
Let problems, then, and propositions be defined in Dialectical the manner already stated. A thesis is the concep- Theses' tion contrary to general opinion but propounded by someone famous as a philosopher; for example,
“ Contradiction is impossible,” as Antisthenes said, or the opinion of Heraclitus that “ All things are in a state of motion ” or “ Being is one,” as Melissus says ; for to pay any attention when an ordinary person sets forth views which are contrary to received opinions is foolish. Or a thesis may concern matters about which we hold a reasoned view contrary to received opinions ; for example, the view of the sophists that not everything which is has come into being or is eternal ; for a musical man, who is a grammarian, is a grammarian, though he has not come to be so and is not so eternally. This view, even if it is not acceptable to some people, might be accepted on the ground that it is reasonable.
A thesis is also a problem ; but not every problem is a thesis, since some problems are such that we hold no opinion about them either way. That a thesis is also a problem is obvious ; for it necessarily follows from what has been already said that either the many are at variance with the wise about a thesis or that one of these two classes is at variance within itself, since a thesis is a conception which is contrary to accepted opinion. Almost all dialectical problems are now called theses. But it need not matter which of the two names is used ; for we distinguished them
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105	a αύτά, άΛΛ* Γυα μη λανθάνωσιν ημάς τινες αυτών τυγχάνουσιν οΰσαι διαφοραί.
Ου δεῖ δἐ -παν πρόβλημα ουδέ πάσαν θεσιν επι-σκοπεΐν, άλλ’ ην απόρησειεν αν τις των λόγον 5 δεόμενων και μη κολάσεως η αισθησεως- οι μεν γάρ άποροΰντες πότερον δει τούς θεούς τιμάν και τούς γονέας αγαπάν η ον κολάσεως δέονται, οι δἐ πότερον η χιών λευκή η ον αισθησεως. ουδἐ δη ών σύνεγγυς η άπόδειξις, οόδ* ών λίαν πόρρω- τα μεν γάρ ούκ εχει απορίαν, τα δε πλείω η κατά γυμναστικήν.
ίο XII. Αιωρισμενων δε τούτων χρή διελεσθαι πόσα των λόγων είδη των διαλεκτικών, ἐστι δε το μεν επαγωγή, το δἐ συλλογισμός. καί συλλογισμός μεν τί ἐστιν, εΐρηται πρότερον, επαγωγή δε ή άπο τών καθ* έκαστον επι τα καθόλου έφοδος, οΐον ει
15 εστι κυβερνήτης 6 επιστάμενος κράτιστος και ηνίοχος, και ολως εστιν 6 επιστάμενος περί έκαστον άριστος. εστι δ’ ή μεν επαγωγή πιθανώτερον καί σαφεστερον και κατά την αΐσθησιν γνωριμώτερον και τοι? πολλοΐς κοινόν, ο δε συλλογισμός βιαστι-κώτερον και προς τούς άντιλογικούς ενεργεστερον.
20 XIII. Τά μεν ούν γένη περί ών τε οι λόγοι και εξ ών, καθάπερ έμπροσθεν εΐρηται, διωρίσθω· τα δ* όργανα, δι ών εύπορήσομεν τών συλλογισμών [καί τών επαγωγών,]1 εστι τετταρα, εν μεν τό προτάσεις λαβεΐν, δεύτερον δε ποσαχώς έκαστον 1 Omitting καί τών £π αγωγών with Α Β.
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thus not from a desire to invent new terms, but that it might not escape us what differences actually exist between them.
It is not necessary to examine every problem and every thesis but only one about which doubt might be felt by the kind of person who requires to be argued with and does not need castigation or lack perception. For those who feel doubt whether or not the gods ought to be honoured and parents loved, need castigation, while those who doubt whether snow is white or not, lack perception. We ought not to discuss subjects the demonstration of which is too ready to hand or too remote ; for the former raise no difficulty, while the latter involve difficulties which are outside the scope of dialectical training.
XII.	These definitions having been drawn up, we Induction must distinguish how many kinds of dialectical argu- Reasoning, ment there are. Now there is, firstly, induction, and, secondly, reasoning. What reasoning is has been already stated.0 Induction is the progress from particulars to universals ; for example, “ If the skilled
pilot is the best pilot and the skilled charioteer the best charioteer, then, in general, the skilled man is the best man in any particular sphere.” Induction is more convincing and clear and more easily grasped by sense-perception and is shared by the majority of people, but reasoning is more cogent and more efficacious against argumentative opponents.
XIII.	Let the above, then, be the distinctions The Pro-which we make in the kinds of things with which akgi£ °F arguments are concerned and of which they consist, ^ents The means by which we shall obtain an abundance of vil. 5). reasonings are four in number : (1) the provision of sources of propositions, (2) the ability to distinguish in henv Arguments.
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25 λέγεται δύνασθαι διελεΐν, τρίτον τάς διαφοράς εύ-ρεΐν, τέταρτον δἐ ή του όμοιου σκέφις. εστι δε τρόπον τινα και τα τρία τούτων προτάσεις’ ἐστι γάρ καθ' έκαστον αυτών ποίησαι πρότασιν, οΐον οτι αιρετόν ἐστι τό καλόν η τό ήδν η τό συμφέρον, και ότι διαφέρει αΐσθησις επιστήμης τω την μεν 30 άποβαλόντι δυνατόν είναι πάλιν λαβεῖν, την δ* αδύνατον, καί ότι ομοίως έχει τό υγιεινόν προς ύγίειαν καί τό ευεκτικόν προς ευεξίαν, εστι δ9 η μεν πρώτη πρότασις από του πολλαχώς λεγομένου, η δε δευτέρα από των διαφορών, η τρίτη α πο τών όμοιων.
XIV.	Τός μέν οΰν προτάσεις εκλεκτέον όσαχώς 35 διωρίσθη περί προτάσεως, η τάς πάντων δόξας προ-χειριζόμενον η τάς τών πλείστων η τάς τών σοφών, καί τούτων η πάντων η τών πλείστων η τών γνω-105 b ριμωτάτων, η τάς εναντίας ταΐς φαινομέναις, και όσαι δόξαι κατά τέχνας είσίν. δει δε προτείνειν καί τάς εναντίας ταΐς φαινομέναις ενδόξοις κατ9 άντίφασιν, καθάπερ εΐρηται πρότερον, χρήσιμον δε καί τό ποιεΐν αυτάς εν τω εκλέγειν μη μόνον τας 6 ουσας ενδόξους, αλλά καί τάς όμοιας ταύταις, οΐον ότι τών εναντίων ή αυτή αΐσθησις (καί γάρ η επιστήμη) καί ότι όρώμεν είσδεχόμενοί τι, ούκ εκ-πέμποντες' καί γάρ καί επί τών άλλων αισθήσεων ούτως· άκουομέν τε γάρ είσδεχόμενοί τι, ούκ εκ-πέμποντες, καί γευόμεθα ωσαύτως. ομοίως δἐ
* 104 a 21.
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many senses a particular expression is used, (3) the discovery of differences and (4) the investigation of similarities. The last three of these are also in a sense propositions ; for it is possible to make a proposition in accordance with each of them. For example, we can say (a) “ An object of choice is the honourable or the pleasant or the expedient,” (6) “ Sensation differs from knowledge, because it is possible to recover the latter when one has lost it but not the former,” and (c) “ The healthy stands in the same relation to health as the sound to soundness,” The first proposition is derived from the use of a word in several senses, the second from differences, and the third from similarities.
XIV. The number of ways in which the propositions must be selected is the same as the number of distinctions which we have made regarding propositions. One may choose either universal opinions, or those of the majority, or those of the wise—of all of them, or of the majority or of the most famous— or opinions contrary to those which appear to be generally held, and also opinions which are in accord with the arts. Propositions must also be formed from opinions contrary to those which appear to be generally accepted put into a contradictory form, as has been described before.0 Another useful method of forming them is by choosing not only opinions actually received but also opinions which resemble these, for example, “ The perception of contraries is the same ” (for the knowledge of them is also the same), and “ We see by admitting, not by emitting, something ” (for this is also true in respect of the other senses) ; for we hear by admitting, not by emitting something, and we taste in the same
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10 καί επί τών άλλων, ετι οσα επί πάντων η των πλείστων φαίνεται, ληπτεον ως άρχην και δοκοϋσαν θεσιν τιθεασι γάρ οι μη συνορώντες επί τινος ούχ ούτως εχειν.1 εκλεγειν δε χρη καί εκ των γεγραμμενων λόγων, τάς δε διαγραφάς ποιεΐσθαι περί έκαστον γένους νποτιθεντας χωρίς, οΐον περί άγα-15 θοΰ η περί ζώου καί περί άγαθοΰ παντός, άρξά-μενον από του τί ἐστιν. παρασημαίνεσθαι δε καί τάς έκαστων δόξας, οΐον ότι *Εμπεδοκλής τετταρα εφησε των σωμάτων στοιχεία είναι* θείη γάρ αν τις τό υπό τινος είρη μόνον ενδόξου.
Έστι δ’ ως τυπω περιλαβεΐν των προτάσεων καί 20 των προβλημάτων μέρη τρία, αι μεν γάρ ηθικαί προτάσεις είσίν, αι δε φυσικαί, αι δε λογικαί. ηθικαί μεν ονν αι τοιαΰται, οΐον πότερον δει τοΐς γονεϋσι μάλλον η τοΐς νόμοις πειθαρχεΐν, εάν δια-φωνώσιν λογικαί δε οΐον πότερον των ενάντιων η 25 αύτη επιστήμη η ου· φυσικαί δε οΐον πότερον ό κόσμος άΐδιος η ου' ομοίως δε καί τά προβλήματα, ποΐαι δ* εκασται των προειρημενών, όρισμω μεν ούκ εύπετες άποδοΰναι περί αυτών, τη δἐ διά της επαγωγής συνήθεια πειρατέον γνώριζειν εκάστην αυτών, κατά τά προειρημένα παραδείγματα επι-σκοποϋντα.
30 Προ? μεν οΰν φιλοσοφίαν κατ' αλήθειαν περί αυτών πραγματευτεον, διαλεκτικώς δε προς δόξαν, ληπτεον δ* ότι μάλιστα καθόλου πάσας τάς προτάσεις, καί την μίαν πολλάς ποιητεον, οΐον ότι τών αντικείμενων η αύτη επιστήμη, εΐθ' ότι τών εναν-
1 Reading ούτως	with C. €χαν is omitted by the
other mss.
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manner. And so with the other instances. Further, opinions which are apparently true in all or most cases must be taken as a starting-point and an accepted thesis ; for they are admitted by such as do not notice that there is a case in which they are not true. We ought also to select from written disquisitions and make up descriptions of each class of subject, putting them in separate lists, for example, about ‘ the good ’ (or about ‘ animal life ’), dealing with every kind of good, beginning with the essence.
We ought also to note in passing the opinion of individuals, for example, that Empedocles said that the elements of bodies are four in number ; for one may accept the statement of some thinker of repute.
To put the matter briefly, there are three classes Ethical, of propositions and problems. Some are ethical, physical™1 some physical and some logical propositions. Ethical proposi-^ propositions are such propositions as “ Should one problems, rather obey parents or the laws, if they are at variance ? ” Logical propositions are such as the following : “Is knowledge of contraries the same or not ? ” Physical problems are of the type of “ Is the universe eternal or not ? ” There are similar classes of problems. The nature of each of the above classes is not easily explained by definition, but we must try to obtain knowledge of each of them by the habitual practice of induction, examining them in the light of the above examples.
For philosophic purposes we must deal with propositions from the point of view of truth, but for purposes of dialectic, with a view to opinion. Propositions must always be taken in their most universal form, and the one should be made into many ; for example, “ The knowledge of opposites is the same,”
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*05b	,	λ „	,
τιων και οτι των προς τι. τον αυτόν οε τροπον
35 καί ταυτας πάλιν διαιρετέου, εως αν ενδεχηται δι-
αιρεΐν, οΐον οτι αγαθού καί κακού, καί λευκοΰ και
μελανός, και φυχροΰ καί θερμού, ομοίως δε και
επί των άλλων.
106	a XV. Π ερι μεν οΰν προτάσεως ικανά τα προειρημένα· τό δἐ ποσαχώς, πραγματευτεον μη μόνον όσα λεγεται καθ' ετερον τρόπον, άλλα και τούς λόγους αυτών πειρατέον άποδιδόναι, οΐον μη μόνον ότι 5 αγαθόν καθ' ετερον μεν τρόπον λεγεται δικαιοσύνη και ἀνδρία, εύεκτικόν δε καί υγιεινόν καθ' ετερον, άλλ' ότι και τα μεν τω αυτά ποιά τινα είναι, τά δε τω ποιητικά τινος και ου τω ποιά αυτά τινα είναι, ωσαύτως δε και επί των άλλων.
II	ότερον δε πολλαχώς η μοναχώς τω εϊδει λείο γεται, διά τώνδε θεωρητεον. πρώτον μεν επί του εναντίου σκοπεΐν ει πολλαχώς λεγεται, εάν τε τω εΐδει εάν τε τω όνόματι διαφωνη. ενια γάρ ευθύς καί τοΐς όνόμασιν ετερά ἐστιν, οΐον τω όζει εν φωνή μεν εναντίον τό βαρύ, εν όγκω δε τό αμβλύ, δηλον 15 οΰν οτι τό εναντίον τω όζει πολλαχώς λεγεται. ει δε τούτο, καί τό όζυ· καθ' εκάτερον γάρ εκείνων
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then “ The knoAvledge of contraries is the same,” and finally, “ The knowledge of relative terms is the same.” In the same way, those too must be divided again, as long as division is possible, for example, “ the knowledge of good and evil,” “ of black and white,” and “ of cold and hot is the same ” ; and so with the other cases.
XV.	On the making of propositions what has been said above must suffice. As regards the number of ways in which a term can be used, we must not only deal with those terms which are used in another way but also try to assign their definitions. For example, we must not only say that in one sense ‘ good ’ is said to be ‘ justice ’ and * courage,’ in another sense ‘ good ’ is said to be 4 conducive to soundness ’ and ‘ conducive to health,’ but we must also say that some things are called ‘ good * because they possess certain qualities in themselves, while other things are good because they are productive of a certain result and not because they possess certain qualities in themselves. And so likewise in the other cases also.
Whether a term is used in one kind of sense only or in many, can be seen by the following method. First, examine the case of its contrary and see if it is used in several senses, whether the difference be one of kind or in the use of a Avord. For in some cases a difference is immediately apparent in the words used. For example, the contrary of * sharp ’ when used of a note is ‘ flat ’ QSupv), when it is used of a material substance, it is * dull ’ (άμβλί>). The contrary of ‘ sharp,’ therefore, obviously has several meanings, and, this being so, so also has ‘ sharp ’ ; for the contrary will have different mean-
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How to detect ambiguity of meaning.
(a) From contraries expressed in different words.
ARISTOTLE
106 a w	w	λ ,	,	, v ^	,
ετερον ear αι το εναντίον. ον γαρ το α ντο ος ν
έσται τω άμβλεΐ καί τω βαρεΐ εναντίον, εκατέρω δἐ τό οξύ εναντίον, πάλιν τω βαρεΐ εν φωνή μεν το οξύ εναντίον, εν ογκω δε τό κοϋφον, ώστε πολ-20 λαχώς τ δ βαρύ Λέγεται, επειδή και τδ εναντίον, ομοίως δε και τω καλώ τω μεν επί τον ζωον τδ αισχρόν, τω δ’ επι τής οικίας τδ μοχθηρόν, ώστε δμώννμον τδ καλόν.
Επ’ ενίων δε τοΐς μεν όνόμασιν ονδαμώς διαφωνεί, τω δ' είδει κατάδηλος εν αντοΐς ενθεως ή 25 διαφορά εστιν, οΐον επι τον λενκοΰ και μελανός, φωνή γαρ λενκή και μελαινα λέγεται, ομοίως δε και χρώμα, τοΐς μεν ονν όνόμασιν ονδεν διαφωνεί, τω δ’ εϊδει κατάδηλος εν αντοΐς ενθεως· ή διαφορά· ον γαρ ομοίως τό τε χρώμα λενκδν λέγεται καί ή φωνή, δήλον δ ἐ τούτο καί διά τής αίσθήσεως' τών 30 γαρ αντών τω εϊδει ή αντή αϊσθησις, τδ δε λενκδν τδ επί τής φωνής καί του χρώματος ον τή αντή αίσθήσει κρίνομεν, άλλα τδ μεν δφει, τ δ δ* ακοή, ομοίως δε καί τδ όξν καί τδ αμβλύ εν χνμοΐς καί εν ογκοις’ αλλά τδ μεν αφή, τδ δε γευσει. ονδε γάρ ταυ τα διαφωνεί τοΐς όνόμασιν, οντ επ' αντών 35 οντ' επί τών εναντίων· αμβλύ γάρ και το εναντίον έκατέρω.
Έτι ει τω μέν έστί τι εναντίον τω δ' απλώς μηδέν, οΐον τή μεν άπδ του πίνειν ηδονή ή άπδ τον διφήν λύπη εναντίον, τή δ’ άπδ τον θεωρεΐν ότι
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ings, corresponding to each of those meanings. For ‘ sharp ’ Mill not be the same when it is the contrary of ‘ blunt * and when it is the contrary of ‘ flat,’ though ‘ sharp ’ is the contrary in both cases. Again, the contrary of βαρν (‘ flat,’ ‘ heavy ’) applied to a note is ‘ sharp,’ but applied to a material substance it is 4 light ’ ; so that βαρν is used in many senses, since its contrary is also so used. Similarly also the contrary of ‘ beautiful ’ applied to a living creature is ‘ ugly,’ but applied to a house, ‘ mean ’ ; so that ‘ beautiful ’ is an equivocal term.
Sometimes there is no difference in the terms (b) From used but the variation in kind is immediately obvious (Ci°fferenUn in their use ; for example, in the case of ‘ clear ’ kind, and ‘ dim,’ a for sound is said to be ‘ clear ’ and ‘ dim * and so is colour. Now there is no difference in the terms used, but the variation in kind is immediately obvious in their use ; for ‘ clear ’ is not used in the same sense as applied to colour and as applied to sound. This is manifest also through sense-perception ; for sense-perception of things which are of the same kind is the same, but we do not judge ‘ clearness ’ of sound and of colour by the same sense, but the latter by sight and the former by hearing. Similarly with regard to ‘ sharp ’ and ‘ dull ’ in flavours and in material substances ; we judge the latter by touch, the former by taste. Here, too, there is no difference in the terms used—either in the terms themselves or in their contraries ; for ‘ dull ’ is the contrary of ‘ sharp * in both its senses.
Furthermore, we must see whether there is a (c) From contrary of a term in one sense, but absolutely none ^absence* in another sense. For example, the pleasure due to overdrinking has a contrary in the pain due to thirst,
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106 b ή διάμετρος τή πλευρά ασύμμετρος ούδε'ν, ώστε ττλεοναχώς ή ηδονή λέγεται, καί τω μεν κατά την διάνοιαν φιλεῖν τδ μισεΐν εναντίον, τω δε κατά την σωματικήν ενεργειαν οὐδέν δήλον οΰν οτι τδ φιλεΐν ομώνυμον. ετι επι των άνά μέσον, ει των μεν 5 ἐστί τι άνά μέσον, των δε μηδέν, ή ει άμφοΐν μεν ἐστι, μή ταύτδν δε, οΐον λευκόν και μελανός εν χρώμασι μεν τδ φαιόν, εν φωνή δ* ούδε'ν, ή ει άρα, τδ σομφόν, καθάπερ τινες φασι σομφήν φωνήν άνά μέσον είναι, ωσθ’ ομώνυμον τδ λευκόν, ομοίως δἐ 10 και τδ μελαν. ετι ει των μεν πλείω τα άν<χ μέσον, των δε εν, καθάπερ επί του λευκόν και μελανός* επι μεν γάρ των χρωμάτων πολλά τα <χυά μέσον, επι δε τής φωνής εν τδ σομφόν.
Πάλιν επι του κατ άντίφασιν αντικείμενου σκο-πειν ει πλεοναχώς λεγεται. ει γάρ τούτο πλεονα-15 χως λεγεται, καί τδ του τω άντι κείμενον πλεοναχώς ρηθήσεται, οΐον τδ μή βλεπειν πλεοναχώς λεγεται, εν μεν τδ μή εχειν δφιν, εν δε τ δ μή ενεργεΐν τή οφει. ει δε τούτο πλεοναχώς, άναγκαΐον και τδ βλεπειν πλεοναχώς λεγεσθαΐ' εκατερω γάρ τω μή βλεπειν άντικείσεταί τι, οΐον τω μεν μή εχειν δφιν 20 τδ εχειν, τω δἐ μή ενεργεΐν τή δφει τδ ενεργεΐν.
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but the pleasure due to the contemplation that the diagonal is incommensurate with the side has no contrary ; so that ‘ pleasure ’ is used in more senses than one. Also ‘ loving,’ used of the mental state, has a contrary in ‘ hating,’ but, used of the physical act, it has no contrary ; therefore ‘ loving ’ is obviously an equivocal term. Further, with regard to (d) From intermediates, you must see whether some meanings mediates, of terms and their contraries have intermediates and others none, or whether both have an intermediate but not the same one. For example, in colours the intermediate between ‘ clear ’ (white) and ‘ dim ’
(black) is ‘ grey,’ but when the terms are used of a note, they have no intermediate, unless it be ‘ muffled,’ as some people say that a muffled note is intermediate. Therefore ‘ clear ’ is an equivocal term, as also is ‘ dim/ You must see also whether some terms have several intermediates, others only one, as in the case of ‘ clear ’ and ‘ dim ’ ; for when they are used of colour they have many intermediates, but when they are used of a note only one, namely, ‘ muffled/
Again, with regard to the opposite put in a con- (e) From tradictory form, you must see whether it is used in j^radic* more senses than one. For if it is used in several opposites, senses, then its opposite also will be used in several senses. For example, ‘ not to see ’ is used in more than one sense, firstly, ‘ not to possess sight,’ and, secondly, ‘ not to exercise the faculty of sight ’ ; and if this has more than one meaning, ‘ to see ’ must necessarily also have more than one meaning; for each meaning of ‘ not to see * will have an opposite, the opposite of ‘ not to possess sight ’ being * to possess sight,’ and the opposite of ‘ not to exercise the faculty of sight ’ being ‘ to exercise the faculty of sight.’
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’Έτι επί τών κατά στέρησιν καί έξιν λεγομένων έπισκοπεϊν ει γάρ θάτερον πλεοναχώς λέγεται, καί το λοιπόν, οΐον ει τό αίσθάνεσθαι πλεοναχώς λέγεται κατά τε την ψυχήν καί το σώμα, καί το 25 άναίσθητον είναι πλεοναχώς ρηθήσεται κατά τε την ψυχήν καί το σώμα, ότι δέ κατά στέρησιν καί έξιν άντίκειται τα νυν λεγάμενα, δῆλον, επειδή πέφυκεν έκατέραν τών αισθήσεων έχειν τα ζώα καί κατά την ψυχήν καί κατά το σώμα.
’Έτι δ’ επί τών πτώσεων έπισκεπτέον. εϊ γάρ 30 το δικαίως πλεοναχώς λέγεται, καί το δίκαιον πλεοναχώς ρηθήσετα ι* καθ* εκάτερον γάρ τών δικαίως ἐστι δίκαιον, οΐον ει το δικαίως λέγεται τό τε κατά την εαυτού γνώμην κρίνα ι καί το ως δει, ομοίως καί τό δίκαιον, ώσαυτως δέ καί ει τό υγιεινόν πλεοναχώς, καί τό ύγιεινώς πλεοναχώς 35 ρηθήσεται, οΐον ει υγιεινόν τό μεν υγιείας ποιητικόν τό δέ φυλακτικόν τό δέ σημαντικόν, καί τό ύγιεινώς ή ποιητικώς ή φυλακτικώς ή σημαν-τικώς ρηθήσε ται. ομοίως δέ καί επί τών άλλων, 107 a όταν αυτό πλεοναχώς λέγηται, καί ή πτώσις ή άτ’ αύτοΰ πλεοναχώς ρηθήσεται, καί ει ή πτώσις, καί αυτό.
Σκοπεΐν δέ καί τα γένη τών κατά τοϋνομα κατηγοριών, ει τ αυτά έστιν επί πάντων. ει γάρ 5 μη ταύτά, δήλον οτι ομώνυμον τό λεγόμενον, οΐον * 314
α πτώσις is used of any modification of a word, such as cases and genders of nouns and adjectives, adjectives derived from nouns, adverbs formed from adjectives (as in the examples which Aristotle gives here), and the tenses of verbs.
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Further, you must examine cases where the (/^From privation and presence of some state is asserted ; tion or for if either of the terms used has several meanings, so also will the other. For example, if ‘ to have sensation ’ is used in several senses in connexion both with the soul and λ\ί1;1ι the body, ‘ lacking sensation ’ also will be used in several senses in connexion both with the soul and with the body.
That the terms under discussion are opposed in respect of the privation and presence of a certain state is obvious, since living creatures naturally possess each kind of sensation, that is to say, as connected both with the soul and with the body.
Further, you must examine the inflected forms of (j)flFrom words.® For if ‘ justly ’ can be used in several senses, forma of
*	just ’ will also be used in several senses ; for there words· is a meaning of ‘ just ’ for each of the meanings of
‘ justly.’ For example, if to judge ‘ justly * means to judge ‘ according to one’s opinion,’ and also to judge ‘ as one ought,’ then ‘ just ’ will have the two similar meanings. Likewise if ‘ healthy ’ has several meanings, so also will ‘ healthily ’ ; for example, if
*	healthy ’ means ‘ producing health ’ and ‘ preserving health ’ and ‘ denoting health,’ then ‘ healthily ’ will mean ‘ in a manner which produces health * or ‘ in a manner which preserves health ’ or ‘in a manner \vhich denotes health.’ Similarly in every other case, when the word itself is used in several senses, the inflexion formed from it will also be used in several senses, and vice versa.
You must also examine the kinds of predicates (Λ) From denoted by the word used and see if they are the predicates^ same in every case ; for, if they are not, it is obvious	by
that the word is equivocal. For example, ‘ good ’ as
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τό αγαθόν iv εδεσματι μεν τό ποιητικόν ηδονης, εν Ιατρική δε τό ποιητικόν ύγιείας, επί δε ψυχής τό ποιαν είναι, οΐον σώφρονα η ανδρείαν η δικαίαν' ομοίως δε και επι άνθρωπον, ενιαχού δε τό ποτε, ίο οΐον τό εν τω κ αίρω [αγαθόν]1' αγαθόν γάρ λεγεται τό εν τω καιρώ. πολλάκις δε τό ποσόν, οΐον επι του μέτριου· λεγεται γάρ καί τό μετριον αγαθόν, ώστε ομώνυμον τό αγαθόν, ωσαύτως δἐ και τό λευκόν επι σώματος μεν χρώμα, επί δε φωνής τό εύηκοον. παραπλησίως δε και τό οξύ' ον γάρ 15 ώσaυτoJς επι πάντων τό αυτό λεγεται' φωνή μεν γάρ όξεΐα η ταχεία, καθάπερ φασιν οι κατά τούς αριθμούς αρμονικοί, γωνία δ* όξεΐα ή ελάσσων ορθής, μάχαιρα δε η οξυγώνιος.
Έκοπεΐν δε και τα γένη των υπό τό αυτό όνομα, ει ετερα και μη υπ* άλληλα, οΐον όνος τό τε ζωον 20 και τό σκεύος, ετερος γάρ ο κατά τοϋνομα λόγος αυτών τό μεν γάρ ζωον ποιόν τι ρηθησεται, τό δε σκεύος ποιόν τι. εάν δε υπ* άλληλα τα γένη η, ούκ άναγκαΐον ετερους τούς λόγους είναι, οΐον τού κόρακος τό ζωον καί τό ορνεον γένος ἐστίν, όταν ούν λέγω μεν τον κόρακα ορνεον είναι, 25 και ζωον ποιόν τί φαμεν αυτόν είναι, ώστ άμφό-τερα τά γένη περί αυτού κατηγορεΐται. ομοίως δἐ και όταν ζωον πτηνόν δίπουν τον κόρακα λεγω-μεν, όρνεόν φαμεν αυτόν είναι* και ούτως ούν άμφότερα τά γένη κατηγορείται κατά τού κόρακος,
1 Omitting the first αγαθόν with W. S. Maguinness. * 316
e i.e. the windlass (Herod, vii. 36 ; [Aristot.l Mech. 853 b 12).
316
TOPICA, I. xv
applied to food means * productive of pleasure,’ as applied to medicine it means ‘ productive of health,’ as applied to the soul it denotes a certain quality such as ‘ temperate * or ‘ brave ’ or ‘ just,’ and similarly also as applied to man. Sometimes it means what happens at a certain time, for example at the right time ; for what happens at the right time is called ‘ good.’ Often too it is applied to quantity, being used, for example, of that which is ‘ moderate ’ ; for that which is ‘ moderate,’ too, is called ‘ good.’ Thus ‘ good ’ is an equivocal term. Similarly too λευκόν (‘ white,’ ‘ clear ’) as applied to a body denotes colour, as applied to a note it means ‘ easily heard.’ The case of ‘ sharp ’ also is similar, for it does not always bear the same meaning. For a quick note is ‘ sharp,’ as the theorists of rhythmic harmony tell us, and an angle which is less than a right angle is ‘ sharp ’ (acute), and a knife with a sharp angle (edge) is ‘ sharp.’
You must also examine the genera of the things which fall under the same term and see if they are different and not subaltern. For example, ονος (‘ donkey ’) is both the animal and the machine a ; for the definition applied to the word is different in the two cases, since one will be described as a kind of animal, the other as a kind of machine. But if the genera are subaltern, the definitions are not necessarily different. For example, ‘ animal * is the genus of ‘ raven,’ and so is ‘ bird.’ When, therefore, we say that the raven is a bird, we also say that it is a kind of animal, so that both the genera are predicated of it. Likewise too, when we call the raven ‘ a flying biped animal,’ we are stating that it is a bird, so that in this way too both the genera are
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(i) From an examination of the genera falling under the same term.
ARISTOTLE
καί 6 λόγος αυτών, επί δἐ τῶν μὴ υπ9 άλληλα 30 γενών ου συμβαίνει τούτο ’ ου τε γάρ όταν σκεύος λέγω μεν, ζώον Α εγομεν, οϋθ’ οτ αν ζώον, σκεΰος.
Σκοπεΐν δἐ μη μόνον εί του προκειμενου ετερα τα γένη καί μη υπ* άλληλα, άλλα καί επί τοΰ εναντίου' ει γάρ το εναντίον πολλαχώς λεγεται, 35 δήλον ότι και το προκείμενον.
Χρήσιμον δε και το επί τον ορισμόν επιβλεπειν τον εκ τοΰ συντιθέμενου γινόμενον, οΐον λευκοΰ σώματος και λευκής φωνής· άφαιρουμενου γάρ τοΰ ίδιου τον αυτόν λόγον δει λείπεσθαι. τούτο 107 b δ’ ου συμβαίνει επί τών ομωνύμων, οΐον επί τών νΰν είρημενων. τό μεν γάρ εσται σώμα τοιόνδε χρώμα €χον, τό δε φωνή ευήκοος' άφαιρεθεντος^ οΰν τοΰ σώματος καί τής φωνής ου ταύτόν εν εκατερω τό λειπόμενον. εδει δε γε, εϊπερ συν-5 ώνυμον ήν τό λευκόν τό εφ’ εκατερου λεγόμενον.
ΙΙολλάκις δἐ καί εν αυτοΐς τοις λόγοις λανθάνει παρακολουθοΰν τό ομώνυμον· διό καί επί τών λόγων σκεπτεον. οΐον αν τις τό σημαντικόν καί τό1 ποιητικόν ύγιείας τό συμμέτρως €χον προς ίο ΰγίειαν φή είναι, ούκ άποστατεον άλλ’ επισκεπτεον τί τό συμμέτρως καθ' εκάτερον είρηκεν, οΐον ει τό μεν τό τοσοΰτον2 είναι ώστε ποιεΐν ύγιειαν, τό δε τό τοιοΰτον οΐον σημαίνειν ποια τις ή έξις.
1 Inserting το with C.
2 Reading τοσοΰτον with all the best mss.
318
TOPICA, I. xv
predicated of the raven, and also their definition. This does not happen in the case of genera which are not subaltern ; for when we say a ‘ machine ’ we do not mean an ‘ animal,’ nor vice versa.
You must also examine not only whether the genera of the term in question are different without being subaltern but also look into the case of its contrary ; for if its contrary is used in several senses, obviously the term in question will also be so used.
It is useful also to look at the definition \vhich results from the use of the term in a composite phrase, for example, in λεν καν σώμα (‘ a white body ’) and λευκή φωνή (‘ a clear note *). For when what is peculiar is taken away, the same meaning ought to be left. But this does not happen when equivocal terms are used, as in the phrases just mentioned ; for the former will be ‘ a body having such and such a colour ’ the latter ‘ a note which is easily heard.’ If, therefore, ‘ a body ’ and ‘ a note ’ are taken away, what remains in each phrase is not the same. But it ought to have been the same if the term λευκός in each case had been synonymous.
Often too in the actual definitions the equivocal slips in unnoticed ; therefore examination must be made of the definitions also. For example, if someone states that what denotes and what produces health are ‘ commensurably related to health,’ we must not shrink from the task but examine what he has meant by “ commensurably ’ in each case, for example, whether in the latter case it means that it is ‘ of the requisite quantity to produce health,’ whereas in the former case it means that it is ‘ of the requisite quality to denote of what kind the state is which is present.’
O') From the contrary of the genus used in several senses.
(k) From the definition of a term in a composite phrase.
(ἱ) From ambiguity of definition.
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Έτι ει μή συμβλητά κατά το μάλλον η ομοίως, οΐον λευκή φωνή καί λευκόν ίμάτιον καί οξύς 15 χυμος καί οξεία φωνή · ταΰτα γάρ οϋθ* ομοίως λεγεται λευκά ή οξέα, ούτε μάλλον θάτερον. ωσθ* ομώνυμον το λευκόν καί το οξύ. το γάρ συνώνυμον παν συμβλητόν ή γάρ ομοίως ρηθήσεται, ή μάλλον θάτερον.
Έπει δε των ετερων γενών καί μή υπ5 άλληλα 20 ετεραι τω εΐδει καί αι διαφοραί, οΐον ζώου καί επιστήμης (ετεραι γάρ τούτων αι διαφοραί), σκοπεϊν ει τα υπ6 το αύτ6 άνομα ετερων γενών καί μή υπ* άλληλα διαφοραί είσιν, οΐον το οξύ φωνής καί ογκου· διαφέρει γάρ φωνή φωνής τω οξεΐα είναι, ομοίως δε καί ογκος ογκου. ώστε 25 ομώνυμον το οξύ· ετερων γάρ γενών καί ούχ υπ' άλληλα διαφοραί είσιν.
Πάλιν ει αυτών τών υπό το αυτά άνομα ετεραι αι διαφοραί, οΐον χρώματος του τε επί τών σωμάτων καί του εν τοις μελεσιν του μεν γάρ επί 30 τών σωμάτων διακριτικόν καί συγκριτικόν άφεως, του δ* επί τών μελών ούχ αι αύταί διαφοραί. ώστε ομώνυμον τό χρώμα* τών γάρ αυτών αι αύταί διαφοραί.
’Έτι επεί τό είδος ούδενός ἐστι διαφορά, σκοπεϊν * 320
α Cf. Met. 1057 b 8; white is ‘penetrative’ and black ‘ compressive.’ The definitions are Platonic, cf. Tim. 67 d, e.
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Further, you must see whether the terms are not (m) From a comparable in respect οι greater or similar degree, in respect for example, a ‘ clear * (Xevi«U) note and a ‘ white ’ of degree, (λευκός) garment, and a ‘ sharp ’ flavour and a ‘ sharp * note. For these things are not said to be λευκός (‘ white,* ‘ clear ’) or ‘ sharp * in a similar degree or one in a greater degree than the other ; and so the terms λευκός and ‘ sharp ’ are equivocal.
For every synonymous term is comparable ; for it will be used either of a similar degree or of a greater degree in one thing than another.
Now since the differentiae of genera which are (^From^ different but not subaltern are also different in kind, tion of the for example, those of ‘ animal * and ‘ knowledge ’ differentiae, (for the differentiae of these are different), you must see whether the meanings which fall under the same term are differentiae of genera which are different without being subaltern, for example ‘ sharp * as applied to a note and to a solid substance ; for voice differs from voice in ‘ sharpness * and similarly too one solid substance from another. ‘ Sharp,’ therefore, is an equivocal term ; for its meanings are differentiae of genera which are different without being subaltern.
Again, you must see whether the differentiae of the actual meanings which fall under the same term are different, for example, those of colour in bodies and colour in tunes ; for the differentiae of colour in bodies are ‘ penetrative of sight * and ‘ compressive of sight,’ a but the same differentiae do not hold good of colour in tunes. Therefore colour is an equivocal term ; for when things are the same they have the same differentiae.
Further, since the species is never the differentia
321
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των ύττό τό α ντο ονομα el το μόν ethos ἐστι τό he 35 όιαφορά, οΐον τό XevKov τό μὲν ἐν! του σώματος ethos χρώματος, τό δ* hτι της (frojvfjs δια φορά' hιaφepeι γά.ρ φωνή φωνής τω XevKT] είναι.
XVI.	Πepl μόν ονν τοΰ ττοΧλαχώς διά τούτων καί των τοιοντων σκ€τττόονφ τας he όιαφοράς ev
108 a αύτοΐς τε τοΐς yeveai ττρός άΧΧηΧα θ€ωρητόον, οΐον τινι διαφέρει Σκαιοσύνη ἀνδρία? καί φρόνησις σωφροσύνης (ταΰτα γαρ ατταντα όκ τοΰ αυτόν γόνους ἐστίν), καί όζ άΧΧου ττρός άΧΧο των μη ττοΧύ Χίαν hLeστηκότωv, οΐον τινι αΐσθησις όττι-5 στημης' όττι μόν γαρ των ττοΧύ όΐ€στηκότων καταόηΧοι παντελώς· at διαφοραί.
XVII.	Την he ομοιότητα σκ€τττόον όττί τε των ev ότόροις γόν€σιν, ως έτερον ττρός eTepov τι, ούτως αΧΧο ττρός άλλο, οΐον ώς όττιστημη ττρός
ίο όττιστητόν, ούτως αΐσθησις ττρός αισθητόν* και ως ότepov ev ότόρω τινι, ούτως αΧΧο ev αΧΧω, οιον ως όφις ev όφθαΧμω, νους ev φνχη, και ώς γαΧηνη ev θαΧάσση, νην€μία ev άόρι. μάλιστα δ* ev τοΐς ττοΧυ διεστώσι γυμνάζ€σθαι δεῖ· ραον γα.ρ όττί των Χοιττών hυvησόμeθα τα. όμοια σννοραν. σκεπτεον 15 he και τα. ev τω αυτω γἐνει όντα, el τι άττασιν VTrdpxei ταύτόν, οΐον άνθρώττω και ίττττω και κννι* fj γαρ υττάρχ€ΐ τι α ύτοΐς ταύτόν, ταύτη όμοια ἐστιν.
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of anything, you must look whether one of the meanings which fall under the same term is a species and another a differentia, for example, λο’κο'ς (‘ white,’ ‘ clear ’) when applied to a body is a species of colour, but when applied to a note it is a differentia, for one note differs from another in being clear.
XVI.	The number of meanings, then, of a term How to note must be examined by these and similar methods. dlffereuces· The differences must be viewed in their relation
with one another both in the genera themselves— for example, “ In what does justice differ from courage and wisdom from temperance ? ” (for all these belong to the same genus)—and also from one genus to another, where they are not too Avidely separated—for example, “ In what does sensation differ from knowledge ? ’’—for where the genera are widely separated, the differences are quite obvious.
XVII.	Likeness must be examined in things How to note belonging to different genera—as A is to B, so is C dances.
to D (for example, ‘ As knowledge is related to the object of knowledge, so is sensation related to the object of sensation ’), and also, as A is in B, so is C in D (for example, ‘ As sight is in the eye, so is reason in the soul ’ and * As is calm in the sea, so is absence of wind in the air ’). In particular we must have practice in dealing with genera which are widely separated ; for in the other cases we shall be able to detect the similarities more readily. We must examine also things which are in the same genus, to see if there is any attribute belonging to them all which is the same, for example, to a man, a horse and a dog ; for they are alike in as far as any attribute which they possess is the same.
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XVIII.	Χρήσιμον δἐ τό μεν ποσαχώς λέγεται έπεσκέφθαι πρός τε τό σαφές (μάλλον γαρ αν τις 20 είδενη τί τίθησιν, έμφανισθέντος ποσαχώς λέγεται) καί πρός τό γίνεσθαι κατ αυτό τό πράγμα καί μη πρός τοϋνομα τους συλλογισμούς, αδήλου γάρ οντος ποσαχώς λέγεται, ενδέχεται μή επί ταύτόν τον τε άποκρινόμενον και τον έρωτώντα φέρειν την διάνοιαν έμφανισθέντος δἐ ποσαχώς λέγεται 25 και επί τί φέρων τίθησι, γελοίος αν φαίνοιτο ό ερωτών, ει μή πρός τούτο τον λόγον ποιοΐτο. χρήσιμον δἐ και πρός τό μή παραλογισθήναι και πρός τό παραλογίσασθαι. είδότες γάρ ποσαχώς λέγεται ου μή παραλογισθώμεν, άλλ’ είδήσομεν εάν μή πρός τ αυτό τον λόγον ποιήται ο ερωτών* 30 αυτοί τε ερωτώντες δυνησόμεθα παραλογίσασθαι> εάν μή τυγχάνη εϊδώς ό άποκρινόμενος ποσαχώς λέγεται, τούτο δ’ ου κ επι πάντων δυνατόν, άλλ’ όταν ή τών πολλαχώς λεγομένων τα μεν αληθή τα δἐ φευδή. εστι δε ούκ οικείος ό τρόπος ουτος τής διαλεκτικής· διό παντελώς εύλαβητέον τοΐς 35 διαλεκτικοΐς τό τοιουτον, τό πρός τούνομα διαλἐ-γεσθαι, εάν μή τις άλλως εξαδυνατή περί τοΰ προκειμένου διαλέγεσθαι.
Τό δε τάς διαφοράς εύρεΐν χρήσιμον πρός τε τούς συλλογισμούς τούς περί ταύτοΰ και ετέρου 108 b καί πρός τό γνώριζειν τί έκαστον ἐστιν, ότι μεν ούν πρός τούς συλλογισμούς τούς περί ταύτοΰ καί 324,
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XVIII.	It is useful to have examined the various meanings of a term both with a view to clarity (for a man would know better what he is stating if the various senses in which it can be used had been made clear), and also in order that his reasonings may be directed to the actual thing and not to the name by which it is called. For if the various ways in which a term can be used are not clear, it is possible that the answerer and the questioner are not applying their mind to the same thing ; whereas, if it has been made clear what are the various ways in which a term can be used and to which of them the answerer is referring in his statement, the questioner would look absurd if he did not direct his argument to this. It is also useful so that one may not be misled and that one may mislead others by false reasoning. For if we know the various senses in which a term can be used, we shall never be misled by false reasoning, but we shall be aware of it if the questioner fails to direct his argument to the same point, and we shall ourselves, when we are asking questions, be able to mislead the answerer, if he does not happen to know the various meanings of a term. This, however, is not always possible but only when some of the various meanings are true and others false. This kind of argument, however, is not a proper part of dialectic ; therefore, dialecticians must be very much on their guard against such verbal discussion, unless it is quite impossible to discuss the subject otherwise.
The discovery of differences is useful both for reasonings about sameness and difference, and also for the recognition of what some particular thing is. Its usefulness for reasonings about sameness and
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ετέρου χρήσιμον, δῆλον· εύρόντες γάρ διαφοράν των προκειμένων όττοιανοϋν δεδειχότες εσόμεθα οτι ου τ αυτόν προς δἐ τό γνώριζε ιν τί ἐστι, διότι 5 τον ίδιον της ουσίας έκαστου λόγον ταΐς περί έκαστον οικείαις διαφοραΐς χώριζε ιν είώθαμεν.
Ή δε του όμοιου θεωρία χρήσιμος π ρος τε τους επακτικούς λόγους και προς τούς εξ ύποθέσεως συλλογισμούς και προς την άπόδοσιν των ορισμών. 10 προς μεν ούν τούς επακτικούς λόγους, διότι τη καθ' έκαστα επί των όμοιων επαγωγή τό καθόλου άξιούμεν έπάγειν ου γάρ ρόδιόν ἐστιν έπάγειν μη είδότας τα ομοια. προς δε τούς εξ ύποθέσεως συλλογισμούς, διότι ένδοξόν ἐστιν, ῶς ποτε έφ' ενός των όμοιων έχει, ούτως και επί των λοιπών. 15 ώστε προς δ τι αν αυτών εύπορώμεν διαλέγεσθαι, προδιομολογησόμεθα, ως ποτε επί τούτων έχει, ούτω καί επί του προκειμένου εχειν. δείξαντες δἐ εκείνο καί τό προκείμενον εξ ύποθέσεως δεδει-χότες εσόμεθα* ύποθέμενοι γάρ, ως ποτε επί τούτων εχει, ούτω καί επί του προκειμένου εχειν, την άπόδειξιν πεποιημεθα. προς δε την τών 20 ορισμών άπόδοσιν, διότι δυνάμενοι συνοράν τί εν έκάστω ταύτόν, ούκ άπορησομεν εις τί δει γένος όριζομένους τό προκείμενον τιθέναΐ’ τών γάρ κοινών τό μάλιστα εν τω τί ἐστι κατηγορούμενον 326
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difference is obvious ; for when we have discovered a difference of some kind or other between the subjects under discussion, we shall have shown that they are not the same. It is useful for recognizing what some particular thing is, because we usually isolate the appropriate description of the essence of a particular thing by means of the differentiae which are peculiar to it.
The consideration of similarity is useful both for utility of inductive arguments and for hypothetical reasoning covery of and also for the assignment of definitions. For similarities, inductive reasoning it is useful because we maintain that it is by induction of particulars on the basis of similarities that we infer the universal ; for it is not easy to employ inference if we do not know the points of similarity. It is useful for hypothetical reasoning, because it is an accepted opinion that whatever holds good of one of several similars, holds good also of the rest. Therefore, if we have the proper material for discussing any one of them, we shall secure beforehand an admission that what holds good of other similars also bolds good of the subject under discussion, and, having demonstrated the former, we shall have .also demonstrated, on the basis of the hypothesis, the subject under discussion ; for we shall have completed our demonstration by the hypothetical assumption that whatever holds good of other similars holds good also of the subject under discussion. It is useful for the assignment of definitions because, if we can see what is identical in each particular case, we shall have no doubt about the genus in which we must place the subject under discussion when we are defining it ; for, of the common predicates, that which falls most definitely
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108 b / * ,
γένος αν εΐη. ομοίως δε καί ἐν τοΐς πολύ διεστώσι χρήσιμος προς τούς ορισμούς ή του όμοιου θεωρία, 25 οΐον οτι ταύτόν γαλήνη μεν εν θαλάσση, νηνεμία δ’ ἐν αέρι (έκάτερον γάρ ησυχία), καί οτι στιγμή εν γραμμή και μονάς εν αριθμώ* έκάτερον γάρ αρχή, ώστε το κοινόν επί πάντων γένος άποδι-δόντες δόζομεν ου κ άλλοτρίως όρίζεσθ αι. σχεδόν δε και οι οριζόμενοι ούτως είώθασιν άποδιδόναΐ’ 30 τήν τε γάρ μονάδα αρχήν αριθμού φασιν είναι και τήν στιγμήν αρχήν γραμμής. δήλον οΰν οτι εις το κοινόν άμφοτέρων γένος τιθεασιν.
Τα μεν οΰν όργανα δὀ ων οι συλλογισμοί ταϋτ ἐστίν οι δε τόποι προς οΰς χρήσιμα τα λεχθέντα οΐδε είσίν.
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in the category of essence must be the genus. Likewise also the consideration of similarity is useful for the forming of definitions in dealing with widely separated subjects, for example, the statements that “ calm at sea and absence of wind in the air are the same thing ” (for each is a state of quiet), and that “ a point on a line and a unit in number are the same thing ” (for each is a starting-point). Thus, if we assign as the genus that which is common to all the cases, our definition will not be regarded as unsuitable. Those who deal in definitions usually form them on this principle ; for they say that the unit is the starting-point of number and the point the starting-point of a line ; it is obvious, therefore, that they assign genus to that which is common to both.
Such, then, are the means by which reasonings are carried out. The commonplaces for the application of which the said means are useful are our next subject.
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108 b 34 Ι. Ἕστι δε των προβλημάτων τα μεν καθόλου 35 τα δ’ επί μέρους, καθόλου μεν οΰν οΐον ότι πάσα ηδονη αγαθόν και ότι ούδεμία ἡδονὴ αγαθόν, επί 109 a μέρους δε οΐον ότι έ'στι τις ηδονη αγαθόν και ότι εστι τις ηδονη ου κ αγαθόν, εστι δε ττ ρος άμφότερα τοι γένη των προβλημάτων κοινά τα καθόλου κατασκευαστικά και άνασκευαστικά’ δείξαντες γάρ ότι παντι υπάρχει, και ότι τινι υπάρχει δε-5 δειχότες έσόμεθα. ομοίως δε καν οτι ούδενϊ υπάρχει δείξωμεν, και ότι ου παντι υπάρχει δεδει-χότες έσόμεθα. πρώτον οΰν περί των καθόλου άνασκευαστικών ρητέον διά τε τό κοινά είναι τα τοιαντα προς τα καθόλου και τά επί μέρους, καί διά τό μάλλον τάς θέσεις κόμιζειν εν τω ύπάρχειν ίο η μη, τους δε δια λεγομένους άνασκευάζε ιν. εστι δε χαλεπώτα τον τό άντιστρέφειν την από του συμβεβηκότος οίκείαν ονομασίαν τό γάρ πη καί μη καθόλου επί μόνων ενδέχεται των συμβεβη-κότων. από μεν γάρ του όρου καί του ίδιου καί του γένους άναγκαΐον άντιστρέφειν, οΐον ει υπάρχει 15 τινι ζωω πεζω δίποδι είναι, άντιστρέφαντι αληθές εσται λέγειν ότι ζωον πεζόν δίπουν ἐστίν, ομοίως 330
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I.	Some problems are universal, others particular. Examples of universal problems are “ Every pleasure is good,” and “ No pleasure is good ” ; examples of particular problems are “ Some pleasure is good,” and “ Some pleasure is not good.” Universally constructive and destructive methods are common to both kinds of problem ; for when we have shown that some predicate belongs in all instances, we shall also have shown that it belongs in some particular instance, and, similarly, if we show that it does not belong in any instance, we shall also have shown that it does not belong in every instance. First, then, we must speak of universally destructive methods, because such methods are common both to universal and to particular problems and because people bring forward theses asserting the presence of a predicate rather than its absence, while those who are arguing against them seek to demolish them. It is very difficult to convert an appropriate appellation which is derived from an ‘ accident ’ ; for only in the case of accidents can something be predicated conditionally and not universally. For conversion must necessarily be based on the definition and the property and the genus. For example, if “ to be a biped pedestrian animal is an attribute of A,” it will be true to say by conversion that “ Λ is a biped pedestrian animal.”
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Peculiar difficulties of problems based on accident.
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οε κ αι α πο του γένους· ει yap ςωω υπάρχει τινι είναι, £ωου ἐστιν, τα δ’ αυτά και έττι του ίδιον ei yap υπάρχει τινι γραμματικής δεκτικω είναι, γραμματικής δεκτικόν εσται. ονδεν γάρ τούτων 20 ενδεχεται κατά τι νπάρχειν η μη νπάρχειν, άλλ’ απλώς· η νπάρχειν η μη νπάρχειν. επί δε των σνμβεβηκότων ούδεν κωλύει κατά τι νπάρχειν, οΐον λευκότητα η δικαιοσύνην, ώστε ονκ άπόχρη τό δεΐξαι ότι υπάρχει λευκότης η δικαιοσύνη προς τό δεΐξαι ότι λευκός η δίκαιός ἐστιν εχει γάρ 25 άμφισβητησιν ότι κατά τι λευκός η δίκαιός ἐστιν. ώστ ουκ άναγκαΐον επί των σνμβεβηκότων τό άντιστρεφειν.
Διορίσασθαι δε δει καί τάς αμαρτίας τάς εν τοΐς προβλημασιν, ότι είσι διτταί, η τω φενδεσθαι η τω παραβαίνειν την κειμενην λεξιν. οι τε γάρ 30 φευδόμενοι και τό μη υπάρχον νπάρχειν τινι λε-γοντες άμαρτάνονσι* και οι τοΐς άλλοτρίοις όνόμασι τα πράγματα προσαγορεύοντες, οΐον την πλάτανον άνθρωπον, παραβαίνουσι την κε ιμενην ονομασίαν.
II.	Εις- μεν δη τόπος τό επιβλεπειν ει τό κατ 35 άλλον τινα τρόπον υπάρχον ως συμβεβηκός άπο-δεδωκεν. άμαρτάνεται δε μάλιστα τούτο περί τα γένη, οΐον ει τις τω λευκω φαίη σνμβεβηκεναι χρώμαπ είναι’ ον γάρ συμβεβηκε τω λευκω χρώ-ματι είναι, αλλά γένος αυτου τό χρώμά ἐστιν. ενδεχεται μεν οΰν και κατά την ονομασίαν διορίσαι 109 b τον τιθεμενον, οΐον ότι συμβεβηκε τη δικαιοσύνη α i.e. that colour is an accident of white.
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So too if the appellation is derived from genus ; for, if “ to be an animal is an attribute of A,” then “ A is an animal.” The same thing occurs in the case of a property ; if “ to be receptive of grammar is an attribute of B,” then “ Β will be receptive of grammar.” For it is impossible for any of these attributes to belong or not belong in part only ; but they must belong or not belong absolutely. In the case of accidents, however, there is nothing to prevent an attribute belonging in part only {e.g., whiteness or justice), and so it is not enough to show that whiteness or justice is an attribute of a man in order to show that he is white or just; for it is possible to argue that he is only partly white or just. In the case of accidents, therefore, conversion is not necessarily possible.
We must also define the errors which occur in problems, which are of two kinds, being due either to misrepresentation or to violation of the established use of language. Those who employ misrepresentation and assert that a thing has some attribute which it has not, commit error ; while those who call things by names which do not belong· to them {e.g., calling a plane-tree a man) violate the established nomenclature.
II.	One commonplace is to look whether your opponent has assigned as an accident something which belongs in some other way. This mistake is usually committed in respect of genera, for example, if someone should say that white happens to be a colour a ; for white does not happen to be a colour, but colour is its genus. Possibly, it is true, the man who is making the statement may expressly define the attribute as an accident, saying, for example,
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Two common errors.
Various rules regarding problems of Accident, (a) Proof that what has been assigned as accident is not
accident.
ARISTOTLE
αρετή είναι' πολλάκις δε καί μη διορίσαντι κατάδηλον οτι το γένος ως συμβεβηκος άποδέδωκεν, οΐον εΐ τις την λευκότητα κεχρώσθαι φήσειεν η 5 την βάδισιν κινεΐσθαι. απ’ οΰδενός γάρ γένους παρωνύμως η κατηγορία κατά του είδους λέγεται, άλλα πάντα συνωνυμως τα γένη των ειδών κατη-γορεΐτα ι* και γά ρ τοϋνομα και τον λόγον επιδέχεται των γενών τα εϊδη. 6 οΰν κεχρωσμένον εΐπας το λευκόν ούτε ως γένος άποδέδωκεν, επειδή παρω-ιονυμως εΐρηκεν, οϋθ’ ως ίδιον η ώς ορισμόν 6 γάρ ορισμός και τό ίδιον ούδενι άλλω υπάρχει, κε-χρωσται δε πολλά και τών άλλων, οΐον ξύλον λίθος άνθρωπος ίππος, δηλον οΰν οτι ως συμβεβηκος άποδίδωσιν.
"Αλλο? τό επιβλεπειν οΐς ύπάρχειν η πάσιν η μηδενι εΐρηται, σκοπεΐν δἐ κατ’ είδη καί μη εν 15 τοΐς άπείροις- όδώ γάρ μάλλον και εν ελάττοσιν η σκεφις. δεΐ δε σκοπεΐν και άρχεσθαι από τών πρώτων, ειτ εφεξής εως τών ατόμων, οΐον ει τών αντικείμενων την αυτήν επιστήμην εφησεν είναι, σκεπτεον ει τών πρός τι και τών ενάντιων και τών κατά στερησιν και εξιν και τών κατ άντίφα-20 σιν λεγομένων η αυτή επιστήμη' καν επι τούτων μήπω φανερόν ή, πάλιν ταϋτα διαιρετεον μέχρι * 334
0 The meaning of παρωνύμως is explained in Cat. 1 a 12 fF.: “ Things are named ‘ derivatively ’ which derive their name from something else, being given a different word-form, e.g‘ grammarian ’ from ‘ grammar ’ and ‘ courageous ’ from ‘ courage.’ ” Cf. also Aesch. Earn. 8 το Φοίβης δ’ ονομ εχει (sc. Φοίβος) παρώνυμον.
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“ Justice happens to be a virtue,” but often, even if he does not so define it, it is obvious that he has assigned the genus as an accident, for example, if one were to say that “ whiteness is coloured,” or that “ walking is motion.” For a predicate taken from a genus is never applied to a species in a derived verbal form," but all genera are predicated unequivocally of their species ; for the species take the name and the description of their genera. A man, therefore, who speaks of white as ‘ coloured ’ has not assigned ‘ colour * as a genus, since he has described it by a derived form of the word, nor as a property, nor as a definition ; for the definition and the property of a thing belong to nothing but that thing, whereas many other things are ‘ coloured,’ for example, a piece of wood, a stone, a man or a horse. It is obvious, therefore, that he is assigning ‘ coloured ’ as an accident.
Another commonplace rule is to examine instances (b) Exami-in which a predicate has been said to belong to all «^subjects or none of a particular thing, and to look at them f£)||redica' according to species and not in their infinite number ; for then the examination will be more methodical and in fewer stages. The examination must be carried on and begin from the primary classes and then go on step by step until further division is impossible. For example, if your opponent has said that “ the knowledge of opposites is the same,” you must examine λυΙιοϊΙιογ the knowledge is the same of relative opposites and contraries and predicates based on the privation and presence of certain conditions, and of contradictory predicates. If the matter is not yet clear in the light of these, the process of division must be continued until the
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τών ατόμων, οΐον el των δίκαιων καί άδικων, η του διπλάσιου καί ήμίσεος, η τυφλότητας καί όφεως, η του εΐναι καί μη εΐναι. ἐαν yap ἑττί τινος δειχθη ότι ούχ ή αυτή, ανη ρη κότες εσόμεθα 25 τό πρόβλημα· ομοίως δε καί εάν μηδενί υπάρχη. οΰτος δ' ὁ τόπος άντιστρεφει προς το άνασκευάζειν καί κατασκευάζειν. iav γάρ επί παντων φαίνηται διαίρεσιν προενεγκασιν η επί πολλών, ά£ιωτεον καί καθόλου τιθεναι η ενστασιν φέρειν ὲνι τίνος ούχ ούτως' iav γάρ μηδέτερον τούτων ποιη, άτοπος φανεΐται μη τιθείς.
30 'Άλλος το λόγους ποιεΐν του τε συμβεβηκότος καλ ω συμβέβηκεν, η άμφοτόρων καθ' εκάτερον η τον ετέρου, εΐτα σκοπεΐν εί τι μη αληθές εν τοΐς λόγοις ως αληθές είληπται. οΐον ει εστι θεόν άδικεΐν, τί τό άδι κεΐν; εί γάρ τό βλάπτειν εκουσίως, δῆλον ως ούκ εστι θεόν άδικεΐσθαΐ' ου γάρ ενδέχεται 35 βλάπτεσθαι τον θεόν, και ει φθονερος 6 σπουδαίος, τις 6 φθονερός καί τις 6 φθόνος; ει γάρ 6 φθόνος εστι λύπη επί φαινομένη ευπραγία των επιεικών τινός, δηλον ότι 6 σπουδαίος ου φθονερος' φαύλος γάρ αν εΐη. καί ει 6 νεμεσητικός φθονερός, τις no a εκάτερος αυτών; οντω γάρ καταφανές εσται πότερον αληθές η φεΰδος τό ρηθέν, οΐον ει φθονερος μεν 6 λυπονμενος επί ταΐς τών αγαθών ευπραγιαις, 336
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indivisible is reached, for example, until you see if it is true of “ just and unjust actions,” “ the double and the half,” “ blindness and sight,” or “ being and not-being.” For if it is shown in any instance that the knowledge is not the same, we shall have demolished the problem. Similarly, too, if the predicate does not belong in any instance. This commonplace is convertible both for destructive and for constructive purposes ; for if, after a long process of division, the predicate appears to apply in all or in numerous cases, we must claim that our opponent should admit its universal application or else bring forward an objection and show in what case it does not apply. If he does neither of these things, he will look foolish if he refuses to make the admission.
Another commonplace is to make definitions both of the accident and of that to which it belongs, either of both separately or one of them, and then see if anything untrue has been assumed as true in the definitions. For example, to see if it is possible to wrong a god, you must ask, what does * wrong ’ mean ? For if it means ‘ to harm wittingly,’ it is obvious that it is impossible for a god to be wronged, for it is impossible for God to be harmed. Again, to see whether the good man is envious, you must ask, who is ‘ envious ’ and what is ‘ envy ’ ? For if ‘ envy ’ is pain at the apparent prosperity of an honest man, clearly the good man is not envious ; for then he would be a bad man. Again, to see whether the indignant man is envious, you must ask, what does each of these terms mean ? For thus it will be manifest whether the statement is true or false ; for example, if the man is ‘ envious * λνΐιο is pained at the prosperity of the good, and the
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(c) Definition of the accident and its subject.
ARISTOTLE
νεμεσητικός δ’ 6 λυττούμενος επί ταΐς των κακών εύπραγίαις, δῆλον ὁτι ονκ αν εΐη φθονερος 6 5 νεμεσητικός. λαμβάνειν δε και αντί, των εν τοι? λόγοις ονομάτων λόγους, καί μη άφίστασθαι εως αν είς γνώριμον ελθη * πολλάκις γάρ όλου μεν του λόγου άποδοθεντος οΰπω όηλον τό ζητουμενον, άντι 8ε τινος των εν τω λόγω ονομάτων λόγου ρηθεντος κατάδηλον γίνεται.
10 Έτι τό πρόβλημα πρότασιν εαυτω ποιουμενον ενίστασθαι' η γάρ ενστασις εσται επιχείρημα προς την θεσιν. εστι δ* 6 τόπος οΰτος σχεδόν 6 αυτός τω επιβλεπειν οΐς ύπάρχειν η πάσιν η μηδέν ι είρηταί' διαφέρει δε τω τροπω.
’Έτι διορίζεσθαι ποια δει καλεΐν ως οι πολλοί 15 και ποια οὑ* χρήσιμον γάρ και προς τό κατα-σκευάζειν και προς τό άνασκευάζειν οΐον ότι ταΐς μεν όνομασίαις τα πράγματα προσαγορευτέον καθάπερ οι πολλοί, ποια δε των πραγμάτων εστι τοιαϋτα ή ου τοιαΰτα, ούκετι προσεκτέον τοΐς πολλοΐς. οΐον υγιεινόν μεν ρητεον τό ποιητικόν 20 υγιείας, ως οι πολλοί λεγουσιν πότερον δἐ τό 7τροκείμενον ποιητικόν υγιείας ή ου, ούκετι ως οι πολλοί κλητεον άλλ’ ως ό ιατρός.
III.	’Έτι εάν πολλαχώς λεγηται, κείμενον δε ή ως υπάρχει ή ως ούχ υπάρχει, θάτερον δεικνύναι
α i.e. the objection will enable you to examine the assertion dialectically.
6 Cf. 109 b 13.
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indignant man is he who is pained at the prosperity of the wicked, it is obvious that the indignant man could not be envious. One ought also to substitute definitions for the terms used in the definitions and to go on doing this until some familiar term is reached. For often, though the whole definition has been given, the object of our search is not yet clear, but it becomes clear when a definition has been given in place of one of the terms in the definition.
Furthermore, one ought to turn the problem for oneself into a proposition and then raise an objection to it ; for an objection will be an argument against a thesis." This commonplace rule is almost the same as examining instances in which a predicate has been said to belong to all or none of a particular thing,b but it differs in method.
Furthermore, you must define what kinds of things should be called as the majority call them, and what should not ; for this is useful both for constructive and destructive purposes. For instance, you ought to lay it down that things ought to be described in the language used by the majority, but when it is asked what things are of certain kinds and what are not, you must no longer pay attention to the majority. For example, you must say, as do the majority, that ‘ healthy ’ is that which is productive of health ; but when it is asked whether the subject under discussion is productive of health or not, you must no longer use the language of the majority, but that of the doctor.
III.	Furthermore, if a term is used with more than one meaning and it has been stated that it belongs to or does not belong to something, we ought to
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(d) Change of the problem into a proposition.
(e) Definition of what vulgar denominations should be admitted and what rejected.
Rules for dealing with ambiguity, (a) If the
ARISTOTLE
25 των πλεοναχώς λεγομένων, εάν μη άμφω εν-δέχηται. χρηστέον δ’ επί των λανθανόντων* εάν γάρ μη λανθάνη πολλαχώς λεγόμενον, ένστησεται ότι ον διείλεκται όπερ αντος ηπόρει, αλλά θά-τερον. οντος δ’ ό τ οπος αντιστρέφει και προς το κατασκενάσαι καί άνασκενάσαι. κατασκενάζειν 30 μεν γάρ βονλόμενοι δείξομεν ότι θάτερον νπάρχει, εάν μη άμφω δννώμεθα' άνασκενάζοντες δε ότι ονχ νπάρχει θάτερον δείξομεν, εάν μη άμφω δννώμεθα. πλην άνασκενάζοντι μεν ονδέν δει εξ ομολογίας διαλέγεσθαι, οντ εΐ παντι οντ εΐ μηδενι νπάρχειν εΐρηται* εάν γάρ δείξωμεν ότι 85 ονχ νπάρχει ότωοΰν, άνηρηκότες εσόμεθα το παντι νπάρχειν, ομοίως δε καν ένί δείξωμεν νπάρχον, άναιρησομεν το μηδενι νπάρχειν. κατασκενάζονσι δε προδιομολογητέον ότι ει ότωοΰν νπάρχει παντι 110 b νπάρχει, αν πιθανόν η τό αξίωμα, ον γάρ άπόχρη προς το δεΐξαι ότι παντι νπάρχει το εφ9 ενός διαλεχθήναι, οΐον ει η τον άνθρωπον φνχη αθάνατος, διότι φνχη πάσα αθάνατος, ιοστε προομο-λογητέον ότι ει ήτισονν φνχη αθάνατος, πάσα 5 αθάνατος, τούτο δ’ ονκ αει ποιητέον, άλλ’ όταν μη ενπορώμεν κοινόν επι πάντων ένα λόγον
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demonstrate one of the several meanings if it is impossible to demonstrate both. This method should be used when the variety of meaning is unnoticed ; for, if it is noticed, the opponent will object that the question which he himself raised has not been discussed, but the other meaning. This commonplace is convertible for both constructive and destructive purposes. If we wish to argue constructively, we shall show that the attribute belongs in one of its senses, if we cannot show it belongs in both. For destructive criticism, we shall show that one of its senses does not belong, if we cannot show that both do not do so. In destructive criticism, however, there is no need to argue on the basis of an admission, either if the attribute is stated to belong universally or if it is stated not to belong to anything ; for if we show that there is anything whatsoever to which it does not belong, we shall have destroyed the assertion that it belongs universally, and, similarly, if we can show that it does belong in a single case, we shall demolish the assertion that it does not belong to anything. If, however, we are arguing constructively, we ought to obtain a preliminary admission that, if the attribute belongs to any one thing, it belongs universally, provided the claim is plausible. For it is not enough to argue in a single case in order to show that an attribute belongs universally—to argue, for example, that if the soul of man is immortal, then every soul is immortal. We must, therefore, obtain beforehand an admission that if any soul whatever is immortal, then every soul is immortal. This method must not be employed always, but only when we are not in a position to state a single argument which applies to all cases
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ambiguity of a term escapes the opponent, use the meaning best suited to your argument.
ARISTOTLE
110b	,	.	Q,	<	/	«	»
ειπειν, καθάπερ ο γεωμετρης οτι to τρίγωνον δυσιν όρθαΐς ϊσας έχει.
Έαν δἐ μη λανθάνη πολλαχώς λεγόμενον, διελό-μενον όσαχώς λέγεται, και αναιρειν και κατα-ιο σκεύαζειν. οΐον ει το δέον εστι το συμφέρον η το καλόν, πειρατέον άμφω κατασκενάζειν η αναιρειν περί του προκειμένου, οΐον ότι καλόν και συμφέρον, η ότι ούτε καλόν ούτε συμφέρον, έάν δἐ μη ενδέχηται άμφότερα, θάτερον δεικτέον, επισημαινόμενον ότι τό μεν τό δ’ ου. ό δ' αυτός 15 λόγος καν πλείω η εις α διαιρείται.
Πάλιν όσα μη καθ' ομωνυμίαν λέγεται πολλαχώς, άλλα, κατ' άλλον τρόπον, οΐον επιστήμη μία πλειόνων ή ως του τέλους και του προς τό τέλος, οΐον ιατρική του ύγίειαν ποίησαι και τοΰ 20 διαιτήσαι, ή ως άμφοτέρων τελών, καθάπερ τών εναντίων ή αυτή λέγεται επιστήμη (ούδέν γάρ μάλλον τέλος τό έτερον τοΰ ετέρου), ή ως τοΰ καθ' αυτό και τοΰ κατά συμβεβηκός, οΐον καθ' αυτό μεν οτι τό τρίγωνον δυσιν όρθαΐς ϊσας έχει, κατά συμβεβηκός δε ότι τό ισόπλευρον· ότι γάρ συμβέβηκε τω [τριγώνου]1 ίσοπλευρω τριγώνω 25 είναι, κατά τοΰτο γνωρίζομεν ότι δυσιν όρθαΐς ϊσας έχει, ει οΰν μηδαμώς ενδέχεται τήν αυτήν είναι πλειόνων επιστήμην, δήλον ότι όλως ούκ 1 Omitting τριγώνω with Buhle.
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alike, as for example, when a geometrician states that the angles of a triangle are equal to two right angles.
If there is no concealing the fact that a term lias (δ) If the a variety of meanings, you must distinguish all of fs™bvious, them and then proceed to demolish or confirm it. dwtmguish For example, if the ‘ right ’ is the ‘ expedient * or ingsofthe the ‘ honourable,’ we must try to confirm or demolish ^i™tJ^hlch both of these terms as applied to the subject under argument, discussion, showing that it is honourable and expedient, or that it is neither honourable nor expedient. If it is impossible to show both, we must show one, indicating also that one is true and the other not true. The same argument also holds good when the meanings into which the term can be divided are more than two.
Again, there is the case of terms which are used in several senses not because they are equivocal but in some other way. Take, for example, “ The science of many things is one ” ; here the things in question may be the ends or the means to an end (e.g., medicine is the science of producing health and of diet), or they may be both of them ends, as the science of contraries is said to be the same (for one contrary is not more an end than the other), or they may be an essential and an accidental attribute—an example of the former being that the angles of a triangle are equal to two right angles, of the latter that this is true of an equilateral triangle ; for we know that it is because the equilateral triangle happens to be a triangle that its angles are equal to two right angles.
If, therefore, there is no sense in which it is possible for the science of many things to be the same, it is obvious that it is completely impossible that this can
34-3
ARISTOTLE
ενδεχεται είναι, η ει πω? ενδεχεται, δῆλον ὁτι ενδεχεται. διαιρεισθαι δἐ όσαχώς χρήσιμον. οΐον εάν βουλώμεθα κατασκευάσαι, τα τοιαϋτα προ-30 οιστεον οσα ενδεχεται, και διαιρετέου ει? ταΰτα μόνον όσα καί χρήσιμα ‘προς το κατασκεύασαν αν δ’ άνασκευάσαι, όσα μη ενδεχεται, τα δε λοιπά παραλειπτεον. ποιητεον δε {τούτο)1 καί em τούτων, άταν λανθάνη ποσαχώς λεγεται. και εἶναι δἐ τόδε τοΰδε η μη είναι εκ των αυτών τόπων 35 κατασκευαστεον, οΐον επιστήμην τήνδε τοΰδε ή ως τέλους ή ως των προς τό τέλος ή ως των κατα συμβεβηκός, ή πάλιν μη είναι [τι]2 κατά μηδενα των ρηθεντων τρόπων, ό δ* αυτός λόγος και περί επιθυμίας, και όσα άλλα λεγεται πλειονων. εστι ill a γάρ ή επιθυμία τούτου ή ως τέλους, οΐον ΰγιείας, ή ως των προς τό τέλος, οΐον τοΰ φαρμακευθήναι, ή ως τοΰ κατά συμβεβηκός, καθάπερ επί τοΰ οίνου 6 φιλόγλυκυς ούχ ότι οίνος άλλ’ ότι γλυκύς ἐστιν, καθ' αυτό μεν γάρ τοΰ γλυκέος επιθυμεί, 5 τοΰ δ' οίνου κατά συμβεβηκός· εάν γάρ αυστηρός ή, ούκετι επιθυμεί. κατά συμβεβηκός ούν επιθυμεί. χρήσιμος δ* ο τ οπος οΰτος εν τοΐς πρός τί' σχεδόν γάρ τα τοιαΰτα των προς τι εστιν.
IV.	Έτι τό μεταλαμβάνειν εις τό γνωριμώτερον όνομα, οΐον αντί τοΰ άκριβοΰς εν ύπολήφει τό ίο σαφές καί αντί της πολυπραγμοσύνης την φιλο-πραγμοσύνην γνωριμωτερου γάρ γινομένου τοΰ
1 Adding τοΰτο. Pacius renders, in his quoque hoc faciendum est.	2 Omitting τι with C.
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be so, or, if there is some sense in which it is possible, then it is obvious that it is possible. We must distinguish as many senses as will serve our purpose.
For example, if we wish to argue constructively, we must bring forward such meanings as are admissible and divide them only into those which are useful for constructive argument ; for destructive criticism, on the other hand, we must bring forward only such as are not admissible and omit the rest. This must also be done when the variety of meanings is unnoticed.
The same commonplaces must also be used to confirm that one thing is, or is not, ‘ of ’ another ; for example, that a particular science is ‘ of ’ a particular thing, either as an end, or as a means to an end, or as an accidental circumstance, or, on the other hand, that it is not ‘ of ’ it in any of the above ways. The same holds good of desire and any other terms which are said to be ‘ of ’ more than one thing. For the desire of a particular thing may be the desire of it as an end {e.g., health), or as a means to an end (e.g., taking medicine), or as an accidental circumstance, as in the case of wine the man who likes sweet things desires it not because it is wine but because it is sweet. For his essential desire is for what is sweet, and he only desires wine accidentally ; for, if it is dry, he no longer desires it, and so his desire is accidental. This commonplace is also useful in connexion with relative terms ; for cases of this kind generally have to do with relative terms.
IV.	Moreover, there is the commonplace of sub- Various stituting for a term one that is more familiar, for §)*f?trt)sti-example, using ‘ clear ’ instead of ‘ exact ’ in speaking of a conception, and ‘ meddlesomeness ’ instead of less familiar ‘ officiousness.’ For when the term is rendered more ^ΓΙη3·
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ρηθόντος €υ€7ηχ€ιρητοτ€ρα η θόσις. eon Be και οΰτος 6 τ οπος προς άμφω κοινός, και προς τό κατασκβνάζ€ΐν και άνασκβνάζειν.
Προ? Be τό Bei^ai τάναντία τω αύτω υπάρχοντά 35 σκoπeΐv όπί τον γόνους, οΐον όάν βουλώμ€0α 8ei£aι ότι 0στι τjepi αϊσθησιν ορθό της και αμαρτία, το δ’ aia60vea9ai Kpiveiv ἐστί, Kpiveiv δ’ όστιν όρθώς και μη όρθώς, και πepι αϊσθησιν αν έιη όρθότης και αμαρτία, νυν μεν ουν £κ του γόνους πepι το elΒος η άπόBeι£ις^ τό γάρ Kpiveiv γόνος του αίσθά-20νεσῦαι· ό γάρ αίσθανόμ€νος Kpivei πως. πάλιν δ’ όκ του elΒους τω γόν€ΐ· όσα γάρ τω elBei υπάρχει, και τω γόveι, οΐον el 'όστιν όπιστημη φαύλη και σπουδαία, καί Bia9eaις φαύλη καί σπουΒαια’ η γάρ διά^εσι? της όπιστημης γόνος. ό μόν ουν πpότepoς τόπος φ€υΒης ἐστι π ρος τό κατασκ€υάσα ι, 25 6 δἐ Bevτepoς άληθης. ου γάρ άναγκαιον, όσα τω γἐνει ύπάρ^ι, καί τω elBei ύπάρχ^ιν’ ζωον μόν γάρ ἐστι πτηνόν καί τeτράπoυv, άνθρωπος δ* ου. όσα Be τω elBei υπάρχει, άναγκαιον καί τω γόveι' el γάρ όστιν άνθρωπος σπονΒαΐος, καί ζωόν ἐστι σπουδαῖον. προς δἐ τό άvaσκeυάζeιv 6 μόν 30 πpότepoς άληθης, 6 Βό νστ€ρος φev8ης‘ όσα γάρ τω γόν€ΐ ονχ υπάρχει, ουΒό τω elBei· όσα Βό τω elBei μη υπάρχβι, ουκ άναγκαιον τω γ eve ι μη ύπάρχeιv.
iEπeί δ’ άναγκαιον, ών τό γόνος κaτηγopeΐται, 346
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familiar, the thesis is more easily dealt with. This commonplace is common to both processes, the constructive and the destructive.
In order to show that contrary attributes belong to the same thing, we must look at its genus. For example, if we wish to show that there is correctness and error in perception, and if to perceive is to distinguish and distinguishing can be correct or incorrect, then there can be correctness and error in perception also. Here, then, the proof starts from the genus and is concerned with the species, for ‘ distinguishing * is the genus of ‘ perceiving,’ since he who perceives is distinguishing in a certain way. On the other hand, the proof may start from the species and be concerned with the genus, for all attributes which belong to the species belong also to the genus. For instance, if there is good and bad knowledge, then there also is good and bad disposition ; for disposition is the genus of knowledge. The former commonplace is fallacious for constructive argument, but the latter is true. For it is not necessary that all the attributes of the genus should also belong to the species ; for ‘ animal ’ is winged and quadruped, but ‘ man ’ is not. But all the attributes which belong to the species, necessarily belong also to the genus ; for if ‘ man ’ is good, then ‘ animal ’ also is good. On the other hand, for destructive criticism, the former of these arguments is true, the latter fallacious ; for all the attributes which do not belong to the genus do not belong to the species either, while all those which fail to belong to the species do not necessarily fail to belong to the genus.
Since of all those things of which the genus is predicated, one of its species must necessarily also
347
(b) To prove the presence of contraries, examine the genus.
A note on genus and species.
ARISTOTLE
καί τών ειδών τι κατηγορεΐσθαι, καί οσα έχει το 35 γένος ὴ παρωνύμως από του γένους λέγεται, καί των ειδών τι άναγκαΐον έχειν η παρωνύμως από τινος των ειδών λέγεσθαι (οΐον ει τινος επιστήμη κατηγορεΐται, καί γραμματική η μουσική η των άλλων τις επιστημών κατηγορηθησεται, καί ει τις in b εχει επιστήμην η παρωνύμως από της επιστήμης λέγεται, και γραμματικήν έξει η μουσικήν η τινα των άλλων επιστημών η παρωνύμως από τινος αυτών ρηθησεται, οΐον γραμματικός η μουσικός), 6 εάν οΰν τι τεθη λεγόμενον από του γένους όπωσοΰν, οΐον την ψυχήν κινεΐσθαι, σκοπεΐν ει κατά τι τῶν ειδών τών της κινησεως ενδέχεται την ψυχήν κινεΐσθαι, οΐον αϋξεσθαι η φθείρεσθαι η γίνεσθαι η όσα άλλα κινησεως εΐδη- ει γάρ κατά μηδέν, δηλον ότι ου κινείται, ουτος δ’ 6 τόπος κοινός προς άμφω, πρός τε τό άνασκευάζειν και κατασκευ-10 άζειν ει γάρ κατά τι τών ειδών κινείται, δηλον ότι κινείται, και εϊ κατά μηδέν τών ειδών κινείται, δηλον ότι ου κινείται.
Μἡ ευπορούντι δε επιχειρήματος πρός την θέσιν, σκοπεΐν εκ τών ορισμών η τών οντων τοΰ προ-κειμένου πράγματος η τών δοκούντων, και εΙ1 15 μη άφ’ ἐιός άλλ’ από πλειόνων. ραον γάρ όρισα-1 Reading, with Β, καί el: καν el Ρ : και Bekker.
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be predicated, and since all those things which possess that genus, or derive their description from that genus, must also possess one of its species or derive their description from one of its species—for example, if knowledge is predicated of someone, then grammatical knowledge or musical knowledge or one of the other kinds of knowledge will be predicated of him, and if a man possesses knowledge or if the description which lie has is derived from his knowledge, then he will also possess grammatical knowledge or musical knowledge, or one of the other kinds of knowledge, or will derive his description from one of them, being called, for example, a ‘ grammarian or a musician ’—then, if a statement is made which is derived in any way from the genus (for example, that the soul is in motion), you must examine whether it is possible for the soul to be in motion according to any of the species of motion, for example, whether it can increase or decay or come into being or move in any of the other species of motion ; for if it cannot move in accordance with any of them, obviously it is not in motion. This commonplace is common to both processes, the destructive and the constructive ; for if it moves according to one of the species of motion, obviously it is in motion, and if it does not move in accordance with any of them, obviously it is not in motion.
If you have not a supply of material for arguing (c) Obtain against the thesis, you should look for arguments Samh5ngy taken from the real or generally .accepted definitions the deflni-of the subject under discussion, arid if you cannot subject, argue from one, you must argue from several. For it is easier to attack the subject when you have
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111	b t y y t K μενοις επιχειρεΐν εσται· προς γάρ τους ορισμούς
ραον ή επιχείρησις.
Έκοπεΐν δε επί του προκειμενου, τίνος οντος το προκείμενδν ἐστιν, ή τί εστιν εξ ανάγκης ει το προκείμενον εστι, κατασκευάζειν μεν βουλομενω, 20 τίνος οντος το προκείμενον εσται (εάν γαρ εκείνο δειχθή ύπαρχον, και τό προκείμενον δεδειγμενον εσται), άνασκευάζειν δε βουλομενω, τί εστιν ει τδ προκείμενον εστιν εάν γάρ δείξω μεν τδ ακόλουθον τω προκειμενω μη ον, άνηρηκότες εσόμεθα το προκείμενον.
’Έτι επί τον χρόνον επιβλεπειν, ει που διαφωνεί, 25 οΐον ει τό τρεφόμενον εφησεν εξ ανάγκης αύξεσθαι’ τρέφεται μεν γάρ αει τα ζωα, αϋξεται δ’ ου κ αει. ομοίως δε καί ει το επίστασθαι εφησε μεμνησθαι· το μεν γάρ του παρεληλυθότος χρόνου ἐστί, το δἐ καί τοΰ παρόντος καί του μέλλοντος, επίστασ-30 θαι μεν γάρ λεγόμεθα τα παρόντα καί τα μέλλοντα, οΐον ότι εσται εκλειφις, μνημόνευειν δ* ούκ ενδέχεται ἀλλ’ η τό παρεληλυθός.
V.	’Έτι 6 σοφιστικός τρόπος, τό άγειν εις τοι-οΰτον προς ο εύπορήσομεν επιχειρημάτων. τούτο δ’ εσται ότε μεν άναγκαΐον, ότε δε φαινόμενον 35 άναγκαΐον, ότε δ* ούτε φαινόμενον ουτ* άναγκαΐον. άναγκαΐον μεν οΰν, όταν αρνησαμενου τοΰ άπο-κριναμενου των προς την θεσιν τι χρησίμων προς τούτο τούς λόγους ποιήται, τυγχάνη δε τούτο των 350
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made definitions ; for the attack is easier when it is aimed at definitions.
You must examine as regards the subject in hand (^Consider what it is on the existence of which the existence of existence of the subject depends, or what necessarily exists if the subject exists. For constructive purposes, you must examine what it is on the existence of which the existence of the subject will depend (for if the former has been shown to exist, the subject will have been shown to exist) ; for destructive purposes, we must examine what exists if the subject exists ; for if we show that what is consequent upon the subject does not exist, then we shall have demolished the subject.
Furthermore, you must look into the question of (<0 Thefac-time and see it any discrepancy occurs anywhere, milst be for example, if your opponent has said that that considered, which is nourished necessarily grows ; for animals are always being nourished but are not always growing. Similarly too, if he has said that knowledge is recollection ; for the latter is of the past, the former also of the present and the future. For we are said to know things present and things future (for example, that there will be an eclipse), but it is impossible to remember anything except the past.
V.	Furthermore, there is the sophistic method, by Rules for ex-which we lead an opponent into the sort of assertion \Argument; against which we shall have a supply of arguments. ^p^®c This expedient will be sometimes necessary, at others method can it will only appear necessary, at others it neither is leading on nor appears necessary. It is necessary when, after an opponent the answerer has denied some point that is useful for assertion811 employment against the thesis, the questioner directs easily beD his remarks to the support uf this point and it happens refuted, to be one of the kind about which it is possible to
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111	b	/	,x	,	,	„	,	,
τοιουτων ον προς ο εύπορεΐν εστιν επιχειρημάτων.
112	a ομοίως δε καί όταν επαγωγήν προς τι διά τον
κείμενου ποιησάμενος άναιρειν επιχει pfj‘ τούτον γαρ άναιρεθεντος καί το προκείμενον αναιρείται, φαινόμενον δ’ άναγκαΐον, όταν φαίνηται μεν χρήσιμον καί οίκεΐον της θεσεως, μη η δέ προς δ ο γίγνονται οι λόγοι, είτε άρνησαμενου τον τον λόγον ύπεχοντος, είτε επαγωγής ενδόξου διά της θεσεως προς αυτό γενομενης1 άναιρειν επιχειροίη αυτό, τό δε λοιπόν, όταν μητ άναγκαΐον η μήτε φαινόμενον προς ο γίνονται οι λόγοι, άλλως δἐ παρεξελεγχεσθαι συμβαίνη τω άποκρινομενω. δει 10 δ’ ενλαβεΐσθαι τον έσχατον των ρηθεντων τρόπων παντελώς γαρ άπηρτημενος καί άλλότριος εοικεν είναι της διαλεκτικής, διό δει καί τον άποκρινό-μενον μη δνσκολαίνειν, άλλα τιθεναι τα μη χρήσιμα προς την θεσιν, επισημαινόμενον όσα μη δοκεΐ, τίθησι δε. μάλλον γαρ άπορεΐν ως επί τό 15 πολύ συμβαίνει τοΐς ερωτώσι πάντων τιθέμενων αύτοΐς των τοιουτων, εάν μη περαίνωσιν.
’Έτι πας ο ειρηκώς ότιοΰν τρόπον τινα πολλά εϊρηκεν, επειδή πλείω εκάστω εξ άνάγκης άκό-λουθά εστιν, οΐον 6 ειρηκώς άνθρωπον είναι καί ότι ζωόν εστιν εΐρηκε καί ότι εμφυχον καί ότι δίπουν καί ότι νοΰ καί επιστήμης δεκτικόν, ώστε 20 όποιουοϋν ενός των άκολουθων άναι ρεθεντος άν-1 Reading γινόμενης with C: γινόμενης Bekker.
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have a supply of arguments. It is in like manner necessary also Avhen the questioner, having reached a certain point through induction by means of the view which his opponent has set forth, then attempts to demolish that point ; for, if this has been demolished, the view originally set forth is also demolished. It appears necessary, when the point towards which the discussion is tending, appears to be useful and germane to the thesis but is not really so, either when the man who is sustaining an argument has denied the point or if the questioner has reached the point by plausible induction based on the thesis, and then attempts to demolish it. The other case is when the point to which the discussion is tending neither is necessary nor appears to be necessary, and it is the answerer's fate to be defeated on some irrelevant point. We must be on our guard against the last of the above-mentioned methods ; for it seems to be completely divorced from and alien to dialectic. Therefore, also, the answerer must not show bad temper but admit such points as cannot usefully be urged against the thesis, indicating anything which he admits though he does not approve of it. For questioners usually only become involved in greater difficulty, when all such admissions are made, if they cannot reach a conclusion.
Furthermore, a man who has made an assertion of (i) An as-any kind whatsoever, has in a way made a number of assertions, because each assertion necessarily in- lished, if a volves a number of consequences. For example, he οπΓοαη be^ who has said that “ X is a man,” has also said subverted, that X is an animal and a biped and is animate and is receptive of reason and knowledge ; so that, if any single one of these consequences is demolished,
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αιρεΐται καί τό εν άρχη. εύλαβεΐσθαι Βε χρη καί τό χαλεπωτερου την μετάληφιν ποιεισθαΐ' ενίοτε μεν γάρ ραον το ακόλουθον άνελεΐν, ενίοτε δ’ αυτό τό ττ ρο κείμενον.
VI. 'Όσοι? δ’ ανάγκη θάτερον μόνον ύττάρχειν, 25 οιον τῷ άνθρώπω την νόσον η την ύγίειαν, εάν προς θάτερον εύπορώμεν Βιαλεγεσθαι ότι υπάρχει η ούχ υπάρχει, και προς τό λοιπόν εύπορησομεν. τούτο δ’ αντιστρέφει προς άμφω’ Βείξαντες μεν γάρ ότι υπάρχει θάτερον, οτι ούχ υπάρχει τό λοιπόν ΒεΒειχότες εσόμεθα’ εάν δ’ ότι ούχ υπάρχει 30 Βείξωμεν, τό λοιπόν ότι υπάρχει ΒεΒειχότες εσόμεθα. Βηλον ούν ότι προς άμφω χρήσιμος 6 τόπος.
νΕτι τό επιχειρεΐν μεταφεροντα τουνομα επι τον λόγον, ως μάλιστα προσηκον εκλαμβάνειν η ως Κεῖται τουνομα, οιον εύφυχον μη τον άνΒρεΐον, 35 καθάπερ νυν κεΐται, αλλά τον ευ την φυχην εχοντα, καθάπερ και ευελπιν τον αγαθά ελπίζοντα* ομοίως Βε και εύΒαίμονα, ου αν ο δαίμων η σπουΒαΐος, καθάπερ Έενοκράτης φησιν εύΒαίμονα είναι τον την φυχην εχοντα σπουΒαίαν ταύτην γάρ εκάστου είναι Βαίμονα.
112 b ΈπεΙ Βε των πραγμάτων τα μεν εξ ανάγκης εστί, τά δ’ ως επι τό πολύ, τα δ’ όπότερ ετυχεν, εάν τό εξ ανάγκης ως επι τό πολύ τεθη η τό ως επι τό πολύ εξ ανάγκης, η αύτό η τό εναντίον τω 5 ως επί τό πολύ, αει ΒίΒωσι τόπον επιχειρήματος. * 354
0 As well as one who inspires hope, cf. the English ‘ young hopeful.’
b As well as in the meaning of ‘ possessed of a good fortune ’ in the sense of wealth.	c Frag. 81 (Heinze).
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the original assertion is also demolished. But we must be on our guard against changing the assertion into something more difficult ; for sometimes the consequential assertion, and sometimes the proposition itself, is the easier to demolish.
VI.	Where of necessity only one of two predicates Various 06-must be true (for example, a man must have either ^ where disease or health), if we have a supply of material for ^y^ue of arguing with regard to one of them that it is present cates can be or not, we shall have a supply of material also regard- g™y to ar-ing the other. This rule is convertible for both pur- gue about poses ; for if we have shown that one is present, we 1L 0 ltr‘ shall have shown that the other is not present; if we have shown that one is not present, we shall have shown that the other is present. It is obvious, therefore, that this commonplace is useful for both purposes.
Another method of attack is to refer back a term (b) it ean to its original meaning on the ground that it is more thatThe*1 fitting to take it in this sense than in that now	of
established. For example, ‘ stout-souled ’ can be a word used to mean not ‘ courageous,’ which is its estab- preferred to lished meaning, but it can be applied to a man its current whose soul is in a good condition ; as also the term meauing*
‘ hopeful ’ can mean a man who hopes for good things a ; and similarly ‘ fortunate ’ can be used of one whose fortune is good,b as Xenocrates c says “ Fortunate is lie who has a noble soul ” ; for his soul is each man’s fortune.
Seeing that some things happen of necessity, (c) The others usually, others as chance dictates, the assertion Sbe10U
that a necessary occurrence is a usual occurrence οΓ'ΓβΡ.Γ®3βηί€(1 J	c	.as the
that a usual occurrence (or the contrary οι a usual necessary
occurrence) is a necessary occurrence, always gives
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εάν γάρ τό εξ ανάγκης ως επί το πολύ τεθη, δῆλον otl ου παντί φησιν υπάρχωιν, ύπάρχοντος παντί, ώστε ημάρτηκεν' ει τε το ως επί τό πολύ λεγόμενον εξ ανάγκης εφησε- π αντί γάρ φησιν ύπ-άρχειν, ούχ ύπάρχοντος παντί. ομοίως 8ε καί ει ίο το Εναντίον τω ως ἐπι το πολύ εξ ανάγκης ειρηκεν αει γάρ επ' ελαττον λεγεται τ ο εναντίον τω ώς επί τό πολύ, οΐον ει ως επί το πολύ φαύλοι οι άνθρωποι, αγαθοί επ’ ελαττον, ωστ ετι μάλλον ημάρτηκεν, ει αγαθούς εξ ανάγκης εϊρηκεν. ωσαύτως 8ε καί ει το οπότερ' ετυχεν εξ ανάγκης 15 εφησεν η ως επί το πολύ· ούτε γάρ εξ ανάγκης το οπότερ' ετυχεν οϋθ' ως επί τό πολύ. εν8ε-χεται 8ε, καν μη 8ιορίσας εϊπη πότερον ως επί τό πολύ η εξ ανάγκης εϊρηκεν, η 8ε τό πράγμα ως επί τό πολύ, 8ιαλεγεσθαι ως εξ ανάγκης είρη-κότος αυτού, οΐον ει φαύλους τους αποκλήρους 20 εφησεν είναι μη 8ιορίσας, ώς εξ αναγκης ειρηκο-τος αυτού 8ιαλεγεσθαι.
Έτι καί ει αυτό αὑτῷ συμβεβηκός εθηκεν ως ετερον διά τό ετερον είναι ονομα, καθάπερ Προ-8ικος 8ιηρειτο τάς ή8ονάς εις χαράν καί τερφιν καί ευφροσύνην ταύτα γάρ πάντα τού αυτού της 25 η8ονης όνόματά ἐστιν, ει οΰν τις το χαίρειν τω εύφραίνεσθαι φησει συμβεβηκεναι, αυτό αν αύτω φαίη συμβεβηκεν αι.
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an occasion for attack. For if a necessary occurrence is asserted to tfe a usual occurrence, it is obvious that the man who makes the assertion is stating that a universal attribute is not universal, and therefore he is in error ; and the same is true if he has stated that a usual attribute is necessary, for he has stated that it belongs universally when it does not do so. Similarly, if he has asserted that the contrary of what is usual is necessary ; for the contrary of a usual attribute is always rather rarely predicated. For example, if men are usually bad, they are rather rarely good, so that he has committed an even greater error if he has said that they are necessarily good. In like manner also, if he has declared that a chance occurrence happens necessarily or usually ; for a chance occurrence does not happen either necessarily or usually. Even if he has made his assertion without distinguishing whether it is a usual or a necessary occurrence, and as a matter of fact it is a usual occurrence, it is possible to argue as though he meant that it was a necessary occurrence. For instance, if he has said that disinherited persons are bad, without making any distinction, you can argue as though he has said that they were necessarily bad.
Furthermore, you must see whether your opponent has stated something as an accidental attribute of itself, taking it as something different because it bears a different name, just as Prodicus divided pleasure into joy, delight and merriment ; for these are all names for the same thing, namely pleasure. If, therefore, anyone shall assert that joy is an accidental attribute of merriment, he would be saying that it is an accidental attribute of itself.
(d) Terms which are only nominally different should not be stated as accidents of one another.
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VII. Έπεί δε τα ἐναντία συμπλέκεται μεν άλληλοις εζαχώς, εναντίωσιν δε ποιεί τετραχώς συμπλεκόμενα, δει λαμβάνειν τα εναντία, όπως 30 αν χρήσιμον η καί άναιροΰντι και κατασκευάζοντι. ότι μεν οΰν εξαχώς συμπλέκεται, δηλον η γάρ εκάτερον των εναντίων ε κατάρω συμπλακησεται * τούτο δε δίχως, οΐον το τούς φίλους ευ ποιεΐν και το τούς εχθρούς κακώς, η άνάπαλιν τό τούς φίλους κακώς καί τούς εχθρούς ευ. η όταν άμφω περί του 35 ενός' διχώς δε καί τούτο, οΐον τό τούς φίλους ευ καί τό τούς φίλους κακώς, η τό τούς εχθρούς ευ και τούς εχθρούς κακώς, ἣ τό εν περί άμφο-τερων διχώς δε καί τούτο, οΐον τό τούς φίλους ευ καί τό τούς εχθρούς ευ, η τούς φίλους κακώς καί τούς εχθρούς κακώς.
H3a Αι μεν οΰν πρώται δυο ρηθεΐσαι συμπλοκαί ου ποιοΰσιν εναντίωσιν τό γαρ τούς φίλους ευ ποιεΐν τω τούς εχθρούς κακώς ου κ εστιν εναντίον άμφό-τερα γα,ρ αιρετό καί του αύτοϋ ήθους, ουδέ τό τούς φίλους κακώς τω τούς εχθρούς ευ' καί γαρ 5 ταΰτα αμφότερα φευκτό καί του αύτοϋ ήθους, ου δοκεΐ δε φευκτόν φευκτώ εναντίον είναι, εαν μη τό μεν καθ* υπερβολήν τό δε κατ ενδειαν λεγόμενον η' η τε γαρ υπερβολή τών φευκτών δοκεΐ είναι, ομοίως δε καί η ενδεια. τα δἐ λοιπά πάντα τετταρα ποιεί εναντίωσιν. τό γαρ τούς ίο φίλους ευ ποιεΐν τω τούς φίλους κακώς εναντίον' S58
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VII.	Seeing that contraries may be combined with one another in six ways, and four of these com- Rules drawn binations make a contrariety, we must avail our-^tmries^' selves of contraries in whatever way may be useful («) since both for destructive and ror constructive purposes, position That there are six kinds of combination is obvious ; “vLafcon-for either (a) each of the contrary verbs will be trades, the combined with each of the contrary objects, and this table mast in two ways, for example, “ to do good to friends be selected, and to do harm to enemies,” or, conversely, “ to do harm to friends and to do good to enemies ” ; or (δ) both verbs may be used with one object, and this also in two ways, for example, “to do good to friends and to do harm to friends,” or, “ to do good to enemies and to do barm to enemies ” ; or (c) one verb may be used with both objects, and this also in two ways, for example, “to do good to friends and to do good to enemies,” or, “ to do harm to friends and to do harm to enemies.”
The first two of the above combinations do not form a contrariety, for “ to do good to friends ” is not the contrary of “ to do harm to enemies ” ; for both these actions are objects of choice and belong to the same character. Nor is “to do harm to friends ” the contrary of “ to do good to enemies ” ; for both these actions are objects of avoidance and belong to the same character, and one object of avoidance is not generally regarded as the contrary of another object of avoidance, unless the one is used to denote excess and the other defect ; for excess is generally regarded as an object of avoidance, and so likewise also is defect. But all the other four combinations form a contrariety ; for “ to do good to friends ” is the contrary of “ to do harm
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από re γαρ εναντίου ήθους earl, καί τ6 μῖν αιρετόν τό δε φευκτόν, ωσαύτως δε καί επί των άλλων· καθ' εκάστην γαρ συζυγίαν τό μεν αιρετόν τό δε φευκτόν, καί τό μεν επιεικούς ήθους τό 8ε φαύλου, δηλον ούν εκ των είρημενων οτι τω αύτω πλείονα 15 εναντία συμβαίνει γίνεσθαι. τω γαρ τούς φίλους ευ ποιεΐν καί τό τούς εχθρούς ευ ποιεῖν εναντίον καί τό τούς φίλους κακώς, ομοίως δἐ καί των άλλων εκάστω τον αυτόν τρόπον επισκοποΰσι 8ύο τα εναντία φανησεται. λαμβάνειν ούν των εναντίων όπότερον αν fj προς την θεσιν χρήσιμον.
20 Έτι εΐ εστι τι εναντίον τω συμβεβηκότι, σκοπεΐν εΐ υπάρχει ωπερ τό συμβεβηκός εϊρηται ύπαρχειν ει γαρ τούτο υπάρχει, εκείνο ου κ αν ύπάρχοι· αδύνατον γαρ τάναντία άμα τω αύτω ύπάρχειν.
Ἠ ει τι τοιουτου εϊρηται κατά τινος, ου οντος 25 ανάγκη τα εναντία ύπάρχειν. οΐον ει τάς ιδέας εν η μιν εφησεν είναι· κινεΐσθαί τε γαρ καί ήρεμεΐν αύτάς συμβησεται, ετι δε αίσθητάς καί νοητάς είναι, δοκοΰσι γαρ αι ίδεαι ηρεμεΐν καί νοητά ϊ είναι τοΐς τιθεμενοις ιδέας είναι, εν η μιν δε ουσα? αδύνατον ακίνητους είναι· κινούμενων γαρ ημών 30 άναγκαΐον καί τα εν η μιν πάντα συγ κινεΐσθαί. δηλον δ’ ότι καί αίσθηταί, εϊπερ εν ήμΐν είσί· διά α ίδεαι seem to be used here in the Platonic sense.
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to friends,” for they proceed from contrary characters, and one is an object of choice and the other of avoidance. Similarly, also, with the other combinations ; for in each pair one is an object of choice, the other of avoidance ; one always belongs to a good character, the other to a bad. It is obvious, therefore, from what has been said that the same thing has in fact more than one contrary. For “ to do good to friends ” has as its contrary both “ to do good to enemies ” and “to do harm to friends.”
In like manner, if we examine them in the same way, it will be apparent that the contraries of each of the others are two in number. We must, therefore, take whichever of the two contraries is useful for dealing with the thesis.
Furthermore, if the accident of anything has a (b) The contrary, you must examine whether it belongs to thea^cddent that to which the accident has been said to belong, of anything For, if the former belongs, the latter cannot belong ; predicated for it is impossible for two contraries to belong to the ^ing^is16 same thing at the same time.	the acci-
Again, you should see if anything has been said dentT" regarding something, such that, if it exists, contrary wiuch can8 predicates must of necessity belong to the thing, for example, if your opponent has said that “ ideas a thing must exist in us.” For, if so, it λνίΐΐ follow that they are contrary both in motion and at rest, and, further, that they predicates, are objects both of sensation and of thought. For ideas are considered, by those λ\Ηο assert their existence, to be both at rest and objects of thought, but if they exist in us it is impossible for them to be unmoved ; for, when we move, everything that is in us must of necessity also move with us. Obviously, also, they are objects of sensation, if indeed they
361
ARISTOTLE
3 a
γάρ της περί την όφιν αίσθήσεως την εν εκάστω μορφήν γνωρίζομεν.
Πάλιν el κ€Ϊται συμβεβηκός ω έστί τι Εναντίον, σκοπεΐν el καί του εναντίον δεκτικόν, όπερ και 35 του συμβεβηκότος' το γάρ αυτό των εναντίων δεκτικόν, οΐον εΐ τό μίσος έπεσθαι οργή εφησεν, ι b είη αν το μίσος εν τω θυμοειδεΐ’ εκεί γάρ η όργη. σκεπτέον οΰν el και τό εναντίον εν τω θυμοειδεΐ, η φιλία· εΐ γάρ μη, άλλ* εν τω επιθυμητικω ἐστιν η φιλία, ου κ αν έποιτο μίσος όργη. ομοίως δε και εΐ τό επιθυμητικόν άγνοεΐν εφησεν. είη γάρ 5 αν και επιστήμης δεκτικόν, εϊπερ και άγνοιας* όπερ ον δοκεΐ, τό επιθυμητικόν δεκτικόν είναι επιστήμης, άνασκευάζοντι μεν οΰν, καθάπερ είρη-ται, χρηστεον’ κατασκενάζοντι δε, ότι μεν υπάρχει τό συμβεβηκός, ον χρήσιμος 6 τόπος, ότι δ* ενδεχεται ύπαρχειν, χρήσιμος, δείξαντες μεν γάρ 10 οτι ου δεκτικόν του εναντίου, δεδειχότες εσόμεθα ότι ούτε υπάρχει τό συμβεβηκός ουτ ενδεχεται ύπάρζαι* εάν δε δείζωμεν ότι υπάρχει τό εναντίον ή ότι δεκτικόν του εναντίου εστίν, ουδέ πω δεδειχότες εσόμεθα ότι και τό συμβεβηκός υπάρχει, άλΧ ότι ενδεχεται ύπάρχειν, επι τοσοΰτον μόνον δεδειγμενον εσται.
15 VIII. Έττει δ’ αι αντιθέσεις τέττάρες, σκοπειν εκ μεν των αντιφάσεων άνάπαλιν εκ τής ακολον-θήσεως και άναιροΰντι καί κατασκενάζοντι, λαμ-362
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exist in us ; for it is through the sensation connected with sight that we recognize the form which is in each thing.
Again, if an accident which has a contrary is (d) That asserted, you must look whether what admits of the mits ofan accident admits also of its contrary ; for the same Jdnitialso thing admits of contraries. For example, if your of its opponent has said that hatred follows anger, then contrary· hatred would be in the spirited faculty ; for anger is in that faculty. You must, therefore, look Avhether its contrary, namely friendship, is also in the spirited faculty ; for if it is not there but in the appetitive faculty, then hatred cannot follow anger. Similarly, too, if he has declared that the appetitive faculty is ignorant ; for if it were capable of ignorance, it would also be capable of knowledge, and it is not a generally accepted opinion that the appetitive faculty is capable of knowledge. This method, as has been said, should be used in destructive criticism ; but for constructive purposes the commonplace is of no use for proving that an accident belongs, though it is useful for proving that it may possibly belong.
For, when we have shown that something does not admit of the contrary, we shall have shown that the accident neither belongs nor can possibly do so ; but if we show that the contrary belongs or that the subject admits of the contrary, we shall not yet have shown that the accident actually belongs, but we shall only have gone as far as to show that it may possibly belong.
VIII.	Since there are four kinds of opposition, you Rules based must see whether arguments can be derived from litidl^ofop· the contradictories, taking them in reverse order, for both destructive and constructive purposes, and kinds of
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βάνειν δ’ εξ επαγωγής, οΐον el 6 άνθρωπος ζωον, το μη ζωον ούκ άνθρωπος. ομοίως 8ε καί επί των άλλων, ενταύθα γάρ άνάπαλιν η άκολονθησις· 20 τω μεν γάρ άνθρώπω το ζωον επεται, τω δἐ μη άνθρώπω το μη ζωον ου, άλλ’ άνάπαλιν τω μη ζώω το ονκ άνθρωπος, επί πάντων οΰν το τοι-οΰτον άξιωτεον, οΐον εΐ τό καλάν η8ύ, και το μη η8ύ ου καλόν εϊ 8ε μη τούτο, ουδ’ εκείνο, ομοίως 25 8ε καί εί το μη η8υ ον καλόν, το καλάν η8ν. 8η-λου ονν ότι πράς άμφω αντιστρέφει η κατά την άντίφασιν άκολονθησις άνάπαλιν γινόμενη.
’Em 8ε των εναντίων σκοπεΐν ει τω εναντίω τά εναντίον επεται, η επι ταντά η άνάπαλιν, καί άναιροΰντι και κατασκενάζοντί’ λαμβάνειν 8ε καί 30 τα τοιαΰτα εξ επαγωγής, ἐφ’ όσον χρήσιμον, επί. ταύτά μεν οΰν η άκολονθησις, οΐον τη ἀνδρία καί τη δειλία* τη μεν γάρ άρετη άκολονθεΐ, τη δἐ κακία, καί τη μεν άκολονθεΐ τά αιρετόν, τη 8ε τά φευκτόν, επί ταύτά ονν καί η τούτων άκολονθησις* εναντίον γάρ τά αίρετάν τω φενκτω. ομοίως 8ε 35 καί επί των άλλων, άνάπαλιν δἐ η άκολονθησις, οΐον ευεξία μεν η ύγίεια άκολονθεΐ, καχεξία δἐ νόσος ον, άλλά νόσω καχεξία. δῆλον ονν ότι
114	a άνάπαλιν επί τούτων η άκολονθησις. σπάνιον 8ε
τά άνάπαλιν επί των εναντίων συμβαίνει, άλλά τοΐς πλείστοις επί ταύτά η άκολονθησις. ει ονν μητ επί ταύτά τω εναντίω τά εναντίον άκολονθεΐ 364
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you should obtain them by induction, for example, opposition “ If man is an animal, not-animal is not-man,” and Sed t? so with the other cases. For here the order is ^w^thaUf reversed ; for 4 animal ’ follows ‘ man,’ but ‘ not- not-B also ’ animal ’ does not follow ‘ not-man,’ but, conversely,
‘ not-man * follows ‘ not-animal.’ In all cases, an axiom must be laid down of the following type, “ If the honourable is pleasant, what is not pleasant is not honourable, but, if the latter is not true, then the former is not true either.” Similarly, “ If what is not pleasant is not honourable, the pleasant is honourable.” It is clear, therefore, that the reversed sequence of the terms used in contradiction is convertible for both purposes.
You must look with regard to contraries whether (b) It must contrary follows upon contrary, either directly or in whether the
reverse order, both in destructive criticism and in contrary
,.	ι	ι ιίι ·	λ follows the
constructive argument, and you should obtain such contrary
arguments also by induction as far as may be useful. reversely!* Now the sequence is direct in the case, for example, of courage and cowardice ; for virtue follows the former, vice the latter ; and object of choice follows the former, object of avoidance the latter. The sequence, therefore, in the latter case also is direct ; for object of choice is contrary to object of avoidance ; so too in the other cases also. On the other hand, the sequence is in reverse order in such a case as this : “ Health follows upon good condition ; but disease does not follow upon bad condition, but bad condition upon disease.” It is clear, therefore, that here the sequence is reversed ; but reversed sequence is rare in the case of contraries, where the sequence is generally direct. If, then, the contrary does not follow the contrary either directly or in reverse
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μήτε άναπαλιν, δῆλον ο'τι οΰδ’ επί τών ρηθεντων 5 ακολουθεί το ετερον τω ετερω. ει δ’ επί των εναντίων, καί επί των ρηθεντων άναγκαΐον το ετερον τω ετερω ακολονθεΐν.
*Ομοίως δἐ τοΐς εναντίους καί επί των στερήσεων καί εζεων σκεπτεον. πλήν ον κ εστιν επί των στερήσεων το άνάπαλιν, άλλ* επί τ αυτά την άκο-λούθησlv άναγκαΐον αει γίνεσθαι, καθάπερ οφει ίο μῖν αίσθησιν, τυφλότητι δ* αναισθησίαν, άντίκει-ται γάρ η αίσθησις τη αναισθησία ως έξις καί στέρησις * το μεν γάρ εζις αυτών, το δ ἐ στέρησις εστιν.
'Ομοίως όε τη εξει καί τη στερήσει καί επί των πρός τι χρηστεον επί ταύτά γάρ καί τούτων ή άκολούθησις. οιον ει το τριπλάσιον πολλα-15 πλάσιον, καί το τριτημόριον πολλοστή μόριον’ λέγεται γάρ το μεν τριπλάσιον προς το τριτημόριον, τό δἐ πολλαπλάσιον προς το πολλοστή μόριον, πάλιν ει ή επιστήμη ύπόληφις, καί το επιστητόν ύποληπτόν καί ει ή ορασις αίσθησις, καί το 20 ορατόν αισθητόν. ενστασις ότι ου κ ανάγκη επί των πρός τι την άκολούθησιν γίνεσθαι, καθάπερ εϊρηταί’ τό γάρ αισθητόν επιστητόν εστιν, ή δ’ αίσθησις ούκ επιστήμη. ου μήν αληθής γε ή ενστασις όοκεΐ είναι- πολλοί γάρ ου φασι των αισθητών επιστήμην είναι. ετι πρός τουναντίον 25 ούχ ήττον χρήσιμον τό ρηθεν, οιον ότι τό αισθητόν ούκ εστιν επιστητόν ούόε γάρ ή αίσθησις επιστήμη.
IX.	Πάλιν επί τών συστοίχων καί επί τών πτώσεων, καί άναιροΰντα καί κατασκευάζοντα. λεγε-
366
See note on 106 b 29.
TOPICA, II. yin—ιχ
order, it is clear that neither does one of the terms in the statement follow the other ; but if one follows the other in the case of the contraries, one term in the statement must also necessarily follow the other.
Just as you examine contraries, so also you should (c) Cases of examine cases of the privation or presence of states, SoVor™* except that in the case of privation the reverse presence of sequence is impossible but the sequence must always be of necessity be direct ; for example, sensation must examiued· follow sight and absence of sensation must follow blindness. For sensation is opposed to absence of sensation ; for they are a state and a privation, the former being a state, the latter a privation.
You must also deal with relative terms in the same (d) Relative manner as Λνίΐΐι the privation or presence of states ; ateobe111^ for here too the sequence is direct. For example, if considered, three times is a multiple, a third is a fraction ; for three times is described as relative to a third, and a multiple as relative to a fraction. Again, if knowledge is a conceiving, then the knowable is conceivable ; and if sight is a sensation, then the visible is sensible.
It may be objected that in the case of relative terms the sequence does not necessarily take place in the manner just described ; for the sensible is knowable, but sensation is not knowledge. The objection, however, is not generally regarded as holding good ; for many people deny that there is a knowledge of sensible things. Further, the above principle is not less useful for proving the contrary, for example, that the sensible is not knowable ; for neither is sensation knowledge.
IX. Again, you must look at the case of the eo- Various ordinates and inflected forms of wordsa both in	is
destructive and constructive argument. By ‘ eo- 1x116 of one
°	J	co-ordinate
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ται δε σύστοιχα μεν τα τοιάδε οΐον τα δίκαια καί 6 δίκαιος τῆ δικαιοσύνη και τα ανδρεία και 6 ανδρείος ττ} ανδρία. ομοίως δἐ καί τα ποιητικά η 30 φυλακτικά σύστοιχα εκείνου ον ἐστι ποιητικά η φυλακτικά, οΐον τα υγιεινά ύγιείας καί τα εύεκτικά ευεξίας, τον αυτόν δε τρόπον καί επί των άΧλων. σύστοιχα μεν ούν τα τοιαΰτα εΐωθε λεγεσθαι, πτώσεις δἐ οΐον τό δικαίως καί άνδρείως καί νγιεινώς καί όσα τούτον τον τρόπον λεγεται. 35 δοκεΐ δε καί τα κατά τάς πτώσεις σύστοιχα είναι, οΐον τό μεν δικαίως τη δικαιοσύνη, τό δε άνδρείως τη ανδρία. σύστοιχα δε λεγεται τά κατά την αυτήν συστοιχίαν άπαντα, οΐον δικαιοσύνη, δίκαιος, δίκαιον, δικαίως, δηλον ούν ότι ἐιῶς όποιουούν δειχθεντος των κατά την αυτήν συστοιχίαν αγαθού 114 b η επαινετού καί τά λοιπά πάντα δεδειγμενα ἔσται, οΐον ει η δικαιοσύνη των επαινετών, καί ό δίκαιος καί τό δίκαιον καί τό δικαίως των επαινετών, ρηθησεται δε τό δικαίως καί επαινετώς κατά την 5 αυτήν πτώσιν από τού επαινετού, καθάπερ τό δικαίως από της δικαιοσύνης.
Σκοπέΐν δε μη μόνον επ' αυτού τού είρημενου, αλλά καί επί τού εναντίου τό εναντίον, οΐον ότι τό αγαθόν ούκ εξ ανάγκης ηδύ' ουδέ γάρ τό κακόν λυπηρόν η ει τούτο, κάκεΐνο. καί ει η δικαιοσύνη 10 επιστήμη, καί η αδικία άγνοια* καί ει τό δικαίως 368
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ordinates ’ are meant such terms as ‘ just actions * is true of and ‘ just man,’ which are co-ordinate with ‘ justice,’ ano e ' and ‘ courageous acts ’ and ‘ courageous man,’ which are co-ordinate with ‘ courage.’ Similarly also things which create or preserve something are co-ordinate with that of which they are creative or preservative, for example ‘ healthy things * are co-ordinate with ‘ health,’ and * things which produce a good condition * are co-ordinate with ‘ good condition,’ and so with the other cases. Such things, then, are usually described as ‘ co-ordinates * ; ‘ inflected forms * are such words as ‘ justly,’ ‘ courageously ’ and ‘ healthily ’ and other words formed in this way.
Inflected forms are usually regarded also as coordinates, for example, ‘ justly ’ as a co-ordinate of ‘justice’ and ‘courageously’ of ‘courage.’ All words which are in the same co-ordinate series are called co-ordinates, for example, ‘ justice,’ ‘just man,’
‘just action ’ and ‘justly.’ It is obvious, therefore, that when any one member of the co-ordinate series has been shown to be good or praiseworthy, all the rest will have been shown to be so also. For example, if ‘ justice * is something praiseworthy, then ‘ the just man’ and ‘the just action’ and ‘justly’ will be something praiseworthy. And ‘ justly’ will denote ‘ praiseworthily,’ this being the same inflexion of ‘ praiseworthy * as ‘ justly * is of ‘ justice.’
You must look for the contrary not only in the (δ) It must case of the subject itself which is under discussion, whether the but also in the case of its contrary. For instance, contrary^ you can say that the good is not necessarily pleasant, also of the for neither is the evil necessarily painful ; or, if the contrary· latter part is true, so also is the former ; and, if justice is knowledge, injustice is ignorance, and, if
369
ARISTOTLE
114 b
επιστημονικώς καί εμπείρως, τ6 αδίκως άγνοούν-τως καί άπείρως. el δε ταΰτα μη, ουδ* εκεινα, καθάπερ επί του νυν ρηθεντος■ μάλλον γάρ αν φανβίη το αδίκως εμπείρως η άπείρως. οΰτος δ’ δ τόπος εϊρηται πρότερον εν ταΐς των εναντίων άκολουθήσεσ ιν ούδεν γάρ άλλο νυν άξιου μεν η 15 τό εναντίον τω εναντίω άκολουθεΐν.
Έτι επί των γενεσεων και φθορών και ποιητικών και φθαρτικών, και άναιροϋντι και κατα-σκευάζοντι. ών γάρ αι γενεσεις τών αγαθών, καί αυτά αγαθά, καί ει αυτά αγαθά, καί αι γενεσεις· 20 el δε αι γενεσεις τών κακών, καί αυτά τών κακών, επί δε τών φθορών άνάπαλιν ει γάρ αι φθοραί τών αγαθών, αυτά τών κακών, ει δ’ αι φθοραί τών κακών, αυτά τών αγαθών, ό δ’ αυτός λόγος καί επί ποιητικών καί φθαρτικών’ ών μεν γάρ τά ποιητικά αγαθά, καί αυτά τών αγαθών, ών δε τά φθαρτικά αγαθά, αυτά τών κακών.
25 Χ. Πάλιν επί τών όμοιων, ει ομοίως εχει, οΐον εϊ επιστήμη μία πλειόνων, καί δόξα, καί ει τό οφιν εχειν όράν, καί τό ακοήν εχειν ακούε ιν. ομοίως δε καί επί τών άλλων, καί επί τών όντων καί τών δοκουν των.	χρήσιμος δ’ ό τόπος προς άμφω’
α 113 b 27 if.
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‘ justly ’ is ‘ knowingly ’ and ‘ skilfully,’ ‘ unjustly ’ is * ignorantly ’ and ‘ unskilfully,’ but if the latter part is untrue, so is also the former, as in the example above ; for ‘ unjustly ’ would appear nearer to ‘ skilfully ’ than ‘ unskilfully.’ This commonplace has been mentioned above in dealing with the sequence of contrariesa; for at the moment we are not postulating anything more than that contrary follows contrary.
Further, you must examine the generations and (c) The corruptions of things and their creative and corruptive fn^comip-agencies, both for destructive and for constructive J}2“g°^n purposes. For things of which the generations are show good things are themselves also good ; and if they are themselves good, so also are their generations, bad.
If, however, their generations are bad things, they themselves are also bad things. Conversely, in the case of corruptions, if their corruptions are good things, they are themselves bad things, but if their corruptions are bad things, then they themselves are good things. The same argument holds good also of creative and corruptive agencies ; for those things of which the creative agencies are good are themselves also good things, while those things of which the corruptive agencies are good are themselves bad things,
X.	Again, you must take the case of like things Rules based and see if the same is true of them ; for example, ™8ι/ο/ύβ~ if one form of knowledge deals with several subjects, things and so also does one form of opinion, and if to have sight οἴ degreed
is to see, then also to have hearing is to hear, and so W1‘at i3 • ill	λ r ι ·	ι·ι	true of one
with the other examples both οι things which are of like
like and of things that are generally considered to also true of be like. This commonplace is useful for both pur- the others.
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el μεν γάρ επί τινος των όμοιων ούτως €χει, και 30 €πι των άλλων των όμοιων, ει δε επί τινος μη, οΰδ’ επί των άλλων, σκοπεΐν δἐ και ει εφ’ ενός καί ει επι πολλών ομοίως 0χει% ενιαχον γάρ διαφωνεί. οιον ει τό επίστασθαι διανοεΐσθαι, και τό πολλά επίστασθαι πολλά διανοεΐσθαι. τούτο δ’ ουκ αληθές· επίστασθαι μεν γάρ ενδεχεται 35 πολλά, διανοεΐσθαι δ’ ον. ει οΰν τούτο μη, οίδ’ εκείνο τό ἐφ’ ενός, ότι τό επίστασθαι διανοεΐσθαι ἐστιν.
Έτι εκ τον μάλλον και ηττον. είσί δε τον μάλλον και ηττον τόποι τεσσαρες, εις μεν ει άκολονθεΐ τό μάλλον τω μάλλον, οιον ει ηδονη
115	a αγαθόν, καί η μάλλον ηδονη μάλλον αγαθόν, και
ει τό άδικεΐν κακόν, καί τό μάλλον άδικεΐν μάλλον κακόν. χρήσιμος δ’ ονν προς άμφω ό τόπος· ει μεν γάρ άκολονθεΐ τη τον νποκειμενον επιδόσει η τον σνμβεβηκότος επίδοσις, καθάπερ εΐρηται, 5 δηλον ότι σνμβεβηκεν, ει δε μη άκολονθεΐ, ον σνμβεβηκεν. τοΰτο δ’ επαγωγή ληπτεον. άλλος· ίνό? περί δνο λεγόμενον, ει ω μάλλον είκός νπάρ-χειν μη νπάρχει, ουδ* ω ηττον, καί ει ω ηττον είκός νπάρχειν νπάρχει, καί ω μάλλον. πάλιν, 372
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poses ; for if something is true of one of the like things, it is also true of the others, but if it is not true of one of them, it is not true of the others either. You must also see whether conditions are alike in the case of a single thing and a number of things ; for there is sometimes a discrepancy. For example, if to ‘ know * a thing is to ‘ think of ’ a thing, then to ‘ know many things is to think of many things.’ But this is not so ; for it is possible to know many things and not to be thinking of them. If, therefore, the second statement is not true, then the first, which dealt with a single thing, namely, ‘ to know a thing * is ‘ to think of a thing,’ is not true either.
Moreover you must derive material from the (6) Four greater and the less degrees. There are four canUbe decommonplaces connected with the greater and the j^ed ftom less degrees. One is to see whether the greater andgthe less degree follows the greater degree ; for example, if displeasure is good, and greater pleasure is a greater good, and if to commit injustice is an evil, whether to commit a greater injustice is also a greater evil.
This commonplace is useful for both purposes ; for, if the increase of the accident follows the increase of the subject, as described above, it is obvious that it is really an accident of the subject, but if it does not follow it, it is not an accident of it. This result must be obtained by induction. Here is another commonplace ; when one predicate is applied to two subjects, then, if it does not belong to the one to which there is the greater likelihood of its belonging, it does not belong either to the one to which it is less likely to belong ; and if it belongs to that to which it is less likely to belong, it belongs also to that to which it is more likely to belong. Again,
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δυοῖν περί ενός λεγομένων, el τό μάλλον ύπάρχειν
ίο δοκοΰν μη υπάρχει,, ουδέ το ηττον, η el τό ηττον
δοκοΰν ύπαρχειν υπάρχει, καί τό μάλλον. ετι
δυοΐν περί δυο λεγομένων εΐ τό θατερω μάλλον
ύπάρχειν δοκοΰν μη υπάρχει, ουδέ τό λοιπόν τω
λοιπω, η εΐ τό ήττον δοκοΰν τω ετερω ύπάρχειν
ύπάρχει, και τό λοιπόν τω λοιπω.
15 ’Έτι εκ του ομοίως ύπάρχειν η δοκεΐν ύπάρχειν
τριχώς, καθάπερ επί του μάλλον επί των ύστερον
ρηθεντων τριών τόπων ελεγετο. είτε γάρ εν τι
δυσιν ομοίως ύπάρχει η δοκεΐ ύπάρχειν, εΐ τω
ύτερω μη ύπάρχει, ουδέ τω ετερω, εΐ δε θατερω
20 ύπάρχει, και τω λοιπω * είτε δύο τω αύτω ομοίως,
ει τό ετερον μη ύπάρχει, ουδέ τό λοιπόν, εΐ δε
θάτερον, και τό λοιπόν. τον αυτόν δε τρόπον
και ει δύο δυσιν ομοίως ύπάρχει' ει γάρ τό ετερον
τω ετερω μη ύπάρχει, ουδέ τό λοιπόν τω λοιπω,
ει δἐ ύπάρχει τό ετερον τω ετερω, καί τό λοιπόν
τω λοιπω.
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if two predicates are applied to one subject, then, if the one which is more generally regarded as belonging to the one subject does not belong, neither does that which is less generally so regarded ; or, if the predicate which is less generally regarded as belonging does belong, then so also does that which is more generally so regarded. Further, when two predicates are applied to two subjects, if the predicate which is more generally regarded as belonging to one of the subjects does not belong, neither does the other predicate belong to the other subject ; or, if the predicate which is less generally regarded as belonging to the one subject does belong, then the other predicate also belongs to the other subject.
Furthermore, you can derive material from the (c) Three fact that a predicate belongs, or is generally regarded as belonging, in a like degree, in three ways, namely, those described in the last three commonplaces degree, already mentioned in connexion with the greater degree. For, if one predicate belongs, or is generally regarded as belonging, to two subjects in a like degree, then, if it does not belong to the one, it does not belong to the other either, and, if it belongs to the one, it belongs to the other also. Or, if two predicates belong in a like degree to the same subject, if the one does not belong, neither does the other, whereas, if the one does belong, so also does the other. The same thing also happens if two predicates belong in a like degree to two subjects ; for if the one predicate does not belong to the one subject, neither does the other predicate belong to the other subject, while, if the one predicate belongs to the one subject, then the other predicate also belongs to the other subject.
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25 XI. Έκ μῖν οΰν του μάλλον καί ηττον και τον ομοίως τοσαυταχώς ενδεχεται επιχειρεΐν ἔτι δ* e/c τῆ? προσθεσεως. εάν ετερον ττ ρος ετερον προσ-τεθεν ποιη αγαθόν η λευκόν, μη ον πρότερον λευκόν η αγαθόν, τό προστεθεν εσται λευκόν η αγαθόν, οΐόν ττερ καί τό ολον ποιεί. ετι εϊ ττρός τό 30 ύπάρχον ττροστεθεν τι μάλλον ττοιει τοιοΰτον οΐον υπήρχε, και αυτό εσται τοιοΰτον. ομοίως δε και επί των άλλων, χρήσιμος δἐ ούκ εν άττασιν 6 τόπος, ἀλλ’ εν οις την τον μάλλον ύπεροχην συμβαίνει γίνεσθαι. οντος δἐ 6 τόπος ονκ αντιστρέφει προς τό άνασκευάζειν. ει γάρ μη ποιεί τό προσ-35 τιθεμενον αγαθόν, ούδεπω δῆλον ει αυτό μη 115 b αγαθόν τό γάρ αγαθόν κακώ προστιθέμενον ούκ εζ ανάγκης αγαθόν τό ὁλον ποιεί, οόδἐ λευκόν μελάνι.
Πάλιν ει τι μάλλον και ηττον λεγεται, και απλώς υπάρχει* τό γάρ μη ον αγαθόν η λευκόν 5 ούδε μάλλον η ηττον αγαθόν η λευκόν ρηθησεταί' τό γάρ κακόν ούδενός μάλλον η ηττον αγαθόν, αλλά μάλλον κακόν η ηττον ρηθησεταί. ούκ αντιστρέφει δ* οΰδ* οντος ό τόπος προς τό άνα-σκευάσαι· πολλά γάρ των ου λεγομένων μάλλον (καί ηττον}1 απλώς ύπαρχε ι· άνθρωπος γάρ ου 10 λεγεται μάλλον καί ηττον, άλλ’ ου διά τούτο ούκ εστιν άνθρωπος.
Τόν αυτόν δε τρόπον σκεπτεον καί επί τοΰ κατά
1 και ἡττον added by Wallies.
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XI.	Such then are the various ways in which you Further can argue from the greater and the less and the like ^how to degrees. You can, moreover, obtain arguments from the'xeiritfof the addition of one thing to another. If the addition adding two of one thing to another makes the latter good or together, white, whereas it was not white or good before, then that which was added will be white or good, i.e., it will have the quality which it also bestows on the whole. Further, if something added to the existing quality of a thing imparts a greater degree of the same existing quality, it will be itself also of that quality. So likewise in the other cases. But this commonplace is not always useful, but only where the result of the addition is that a greater intensification is produced. This commonplace is not convertible for purposes of destructive criticism.
For, if that which is added does not make a thing good, it is not yet clear whether it is itself not good ; for good added to evil does not necessarily make the whole good, nor does white added to black necessarily make the whole white.
Again, if anything is predicated in a greater or (Λ) Any-less degree, it also belongs absolutely ; for what is tep^d].110*1 not good (or white) will never be said to be good (or cate^ in a Avhite) in a greater or less degree ; for an evil thing less degree vvill never be described as possessing a greater or less goi\°teiyab* degree of goodness than something else, but only of evil. This commonplace also is not convertible for purposes of destructive criticism ; for many predicates to which we cannot ascribe a greater or a less degree belong absolutely ; for ‘ man ’ cannot be predicated in a greater or less degree, but a man does not on this account cease to be a man.
In the same manner you must examine predicates (e) what is
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τι καί ττ οτ ς. καί ποΰ- el γάρ κατά τι ένδέχετα ι, και απλώς ενδέχεται. ομοίως δέ και το ποτέ η που’ το γάρ απλώς άδυνατον ούτε καπά τι ούτε 15 που οΰτε ποτε ενδέχεται, ένστασις ότι κατά τι μεν είσι φύσει σπουδαίοι, οΐον ελευθέριοι η σω-φρονικοί, απλώς δε ούκ είσι φύσει σπουδαίοι* ούδείς γάρ φύσει φρόνιμός, ομοίως δε καί ποτέ μεν ενδέχεται τών φθαρτών τι μη φθαρήναι, απλώς δ’ ούκ ενδέχεται μη φθαρήναι. τον αύτδν 20 δε τρόπον καί που μεν συμφέρει τοιαύτη διαίτη χρησθαι, οΐον έν τοΐς νοσώδεσι τόποις, απλώς δ* ου συμφέρει, ἔτι δἐ ποΰ μεν ένα μόνον δυνατόν είναι, απλώς δε ου δυνατόν ένα μόνον είναι, τον αυτόν δε τρόπον καί ποΰ μεν καλόν τον πατέρα θύειν, οΐον εν Ύριβαλλοΐς, απλώς δ' ου καλόν, η 23 τούτο μεν ου ποΰ σημαίνει αλλά τισίν; ούδέν γάρ διαφέρει όπου αν ώσιν’ πανταχοΰ γάρ αύτοΐς εσται καλόν οΰσι Ύριβαλλοΐς. πάλιν ποτέ μέν συμφέρει φαρμακεύεσθαι, οΐον όταν νοση, απλώς δ* ου. η ουδέ τοΰτο ποτέ σημαίνει, αλλά τω διακειμένω πως; ούδέν γάρ διαφέρει όποτεοΰν, εάν οΰτω 30 μόνον δια κείμενος η. τό δ’ απλώς έστίν ο μηδενός 378
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which apply only in a certain respect or at a certain time or in a certain place ; for, if a predicate is possible in a certain respect, it is also possible absolutely. The same is true of predicates which are qualified in respect of time and place ; for what is impossible absolutely is not possible in any respect or in any place or at any time. An objection may be raised that in a certain respect men are naturally good, for example, they may be generous or inclined to self-control, but absolutely they are not by nature good, for no one is naturally prudent. Similarly, too, it is possible at a certain time for something which is corruptible not to be corrupted, but it is impossible for it to avoid corruption absolutely. In the same way, too, it is expedient in certain places to adopt a certain diet, e.g., in unhealthy localities, but absolutely it is not expedient. Further, in certain places it is possible for a man to exist alone, but absolutely it is not possible for him to exist alone. In the same way, also, it is honourable in some places to sacrifice one’s father, for example amongst the Triballi," but absolutely it is not honourable. (Or is a relativity to persons rather than places indicated here ? For it makes no difference where they may be ; for, wherever they are, it will be honourable in their eyes because they are Triballi.) Again, it is expedient at certain times to take drugs, for example, when one is ill ; but it is not expedient absolutely. (Or is a relativity to a certain condition rather than to a certain time indicated here ? For it makes no difference when a man takes the drug, if only he is in a condition which requires it.) Now the ‘ absolutely ’ honourable or its contrary, is that
a A Thracian tribe who dwelt near the Danube.
predicated with a qualification can also be predicated
absolutely.
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προστεθεντος ερεΐς οτ ι καλού ἐστιν η τ 6 εναντίον, οΐον το τον πατέρα θυειν ονκ ερεΐς καλόν είναι, άλλα τισι καλόν είναι■ ονκ άρα απλώς καλόν, αλλά το τους θεούς τιμάν ερεΐς καλόν ονδεν προστιθείς* ὑπλῶν yap καλόν ἐστιν, ώστε ο αν μηδ ενός προστιθέμενου δοκη είναι καλάν η αισχρόν 35 η άλλο τι των τοιούτων, απλώς ρηθησεται.
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which you will say is honourable or its contrary, without any additional qualification. For example, you will not say that to sacrifice one’s father is honourable, but that ‘ in the eyes of some people ” it is honourable ; it is not, therefore, honourable absolutely. But you will say that to honour the gods is honourable without adding any qualification ; for it is honourable absolutely. So whatever is generally regarded as honourable or disgraceful, or anything else of the kind, without any additional qualification, will be called so in an absolute sense.
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lie a 4 I. Πότερον δ’ αίρετώτερον η βελτιον δυεῖν η πλειόνων, εκ τώνδε σκεπτεον. πρώτον δε διωρί-5 σθω οτι την σκεφιν ποιούμεθα ούχ υπέρ των πολύ διεστώτων καί μεγάλην προς άλληλα διαφοράν εχόντων (ούδεις γάρ άπορ€Ϊ ποτερον ή ευδαιμονία η 6 πλούτος αίρετώτερον) άλλ' υπέρ των σύνεγγυς, και περί ών άμφισβητοΰμεν ποτερω δει προσ-θεσθαι μάλλον, διά τό μηδεμίαν όραν του ετερου 10 προς το ετερον ύπεροχην. δηλον οΰν επί των τοιούτων οτι δειχθείσης υπέροχης η μιας η πλειό-νων συγκαταθήσεται η διάνοια οτι τούτ εστιν αίρετώτερον, όπότερον τυγχάνει αυτών ύπερεχον.
ΐΐρώτον μεν οΰν τό πολυχρονιώτερον η βεβαιό-τερον αίρετώτερον του ηττον τοιούτου. και ο μάλλον αν ελοιτο 6 φρόνιμος η 6 αγαθός ανηρ, η 15 6 νόμος 6 ορθός, η οι σπουδαίοι περί εκαστα αίρούμενοι η τοιοΰτοί είσιν, η οι εν εκαστω γενει επιστήμονες, η οσα οι πλείους η πάντες, οίον εν ιατρική η τεκτονική α οι πλείους τών ιατρών η πάντες, η όσα όλως οι πλείους η πάντες η πάντα, 382
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I. Which is more worthy of choice or better of two Rules for (or more) things, must be examined in the light of^SSe the following considerations. But first a limitation valuation of must be laid down that our inquiry does not concern predicates: things which are widely separated and show a considerable divergence from one another (for no one is at a loss to decide whether happiness or wealth is more worthy of choice), but it is concerned with things that are closely related and about which we discuss which we ought preferably to support, because we cannot detect any superiority of the one over the other. It is clear, therefore, that, as regards such things, if one or more points of superiority can be shown, the mind will agree that whichever of the two alternatives is actually superior is the more worthy of choice.
In the first place, then, that which is more per-(β) The manent or constant is more worthy of choice than durable and
that which is less so, and also that which the prudent what com-,	tip	ι . ι τ r ι mends itself
or good man would prefer, or the right law, or those to the wise
who are excellent in any particular sphere when JJ^erabiL.18 they make their choice as such, and those who arc skilled in some particular subject, or what most of them, or all, would choose, for example, in medicine (or carpentry) what most, or all, doctors would choose, or generally those tilings which most people or every-
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20 οΐον τάγαθόν πάντα γάρ τάγαθοϋ εφίεται. δεῖ δ’ άγειν προς δ τι αν η χρήσιμον τδ ρηθησόμενον. εστι δ’ απλώς μεν βελτιον και αίρετώτερον τδ κατά την βελτίω επιστήμην, τινι δε τδ κατά την οίκείαν.
’Έπειτα δε τδ δπερ τάδε τι του μη εν γενει, οΐον η δικαιοσύνη τον δίκαιον τδ μεν γάρ εν γενει τω άγαθώ, τδ δ* ον, και τδ μεν δπερ αγαθόν, τδ 25 δ’ ον* ουδἐυ γάρ λεγεται δπερ τδ γένος, ο μη τυγχάνει εν τω γενει ον, οΐον δ λενκδς άνθρωπος ου κ εστιν δπερ χρώμα, ομοίως δε και επί τών άλλων.
Και τδ δι αύτδ αίρετδν του δι’ ετερον αιρετού 30 αίρετώτερον, οΐον τδ ύγιαίνειν τοΰ γυμνάζεσθαι· τδ μεν γάρ δι* αύτδ αιρετόν, τδ δε δι* ετερον. και τδ καθ* αύτδ τοΰ κατά συμβεβηκός, οΐον τό τούς φίλους δικαίους είναι τοΰ τους εχθρούς, τδ μεν γάρ καθ* αύτδ αιρετόν, τδ δε κατά σνμ-βεβηκός- τδ γάρ τους εχθρούς δικαίους είναι κατά 35 συμβεβηκδς αίρουμεθα, δπως μηδέν ημάς βλά-πτωσιν. εστι δἐ τούτο ταύτδ τω πρδ τούτου, διαφέρει δἐ τω τρόπω’ τδ μεν γάρ τούς φίλους δικαίους είναι δι* αύτδ αίρουμεθα, και ει μηδέν 384
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body or all things would choose, for example, the good ; for everything aims at the good. You must direct the future course of the discussion in whatever direction may be advantageous ; but the absolute criterion of what is better and more worthy of choice is the better knowledge, though for the individual it may be his own particular knowledge.
Next, that which is of a certain kind is more worthy of choice than that which is not in the genus of that thing, for example, justice is more worthy of choice than the just man ; for the former is in the genus ‘ good,’ but the latter is not, and the former is that which is called ‘ good,’ but the latter is not. For nothing is called by the name of the genus which does not actually belong to the genus ; for example, the ‘ white man ’ is not a ‘ colour ’ and so likewise in the other cases.
Also, that which is worthy of choice for its own sake is more worthy of choice than that which is so for some other reason ; for example, health is more worthy of choice than exercise, for the former is worthy of choice for its own sake, the latter for the sake of something else. Also, that which is in itself worthy of choice is more worthy of choice than that which is accidentally so ; for example, that one’s friends should be just is more worthy of choice than that one’s enemies should be so, for the former is worthy of choice in itself, the latter accidentally ; for we choose that our enemies should be just only accidentally, in order that they may not do us harm. This rule is the same as the one which preceded it, but differs in the way in which it is stated ; for that our friends should be just is a thing which we choose for its own sake, even if it is not going to affect us
(b) The genus is preferable to the accident.
(c) What is desirable tor its own sake is preferable.
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ήμΐν μέλλει εσεσθαι, καν εν Ίνδοΐς ώσιν το δε τούς εχθρούς δι ετερον, όπως μηθεν ημάς βλά-πτωσιν.
116	b Καί το αίτιον αγαθού καθ' αυτά του κατά συμ-βεβηκάς αίτιου, καθάπερ η αρετή της τύχης (η μεν γάρ καθ' αυτήν ή δε κατά συμβεβηκάς αίτια των αγαθών) και ει τι άλλο τοιοΰτον. ομοίως δε 5 καί επί του εναντίου■ τό γάρ καθ' αυτά κακού αίτιον φευκτότερον του κατά συμβεβηκός, οϊον η κακία καί η τύχη * το μεν γάρ καθ' αυτά κακόν, ή δε τύχη κατά συμβεβηκός.
Καί τά απλώς άγαθάν του τινι αίρετώτερον, οΐον τό ύγιάζεσθαι τοΰ τεμνεσθαι* τό μεν γαρ ίο απλώς αγαθόν, τό δἐ τινι τω δεομενω τομής, καί τά φύσει τοΰ μη φύσει, οΐον ή δικαιοσύνη τοΰ δικαίου· τά μεν γάρ φύσει, τό δ’ επίκτητον. καί τά τω βελτίονι καί τιμιωτερω ύπαρχον αίρετώτε-ρον, οΐον θεώ η άνθρώπω καί φυχη η σώματι. καί τά τοΰ βελτίονος ίδιον βελτιον η τά τοΰ χει-15 ρονος, οίου τό τοΰ θεοΰ η τά τοΰ ανθρώπου* κατά μεν γάρ τά κοινά εν άμφοτεροις ούδεν διαφέρει άλληλων, τοΐς δ' ίδίοις τά ετερον τοΰ ετερου ύπερεχει. καί τά εν βελτίοσιν η προτεροις η
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at all, and even though they may be in India ; but we choose that our enemies should be just for another reason, namely, that they may do us no harm.
Also that which is in itself the cause of good is (a) what is more worthy of choice than that which is accidentally caus? ofe the cause of good ; for example, virtue is more good is worthy of choice than luck (for the former is in itself to^iiat is the cause of good things but the latter only acciden- accidentally tally), and so with any other similar case. So also in the contrary case ; for what is in itself the cause of evil is more to be avoided than that which is only accidentally the cause of evil, as in the case of baseness and chance ; for the former is in itself an evil, while chance is only accidentally so.
Also, that which is good absolutely is more worthy (e) The ab-of choice than that which is good for an individual, theUi2tu-nd e.g., the enjoyment of health than a surgical opera- rally good tion ; for the former is good absolutely, the latter preferable, is good only for an individual, namely, the man who requires an operation. Also, that which is naturally good is more worthy of choice than that which is not so by nature, e.g., justice rather than the just man ; for the former is naturally good, whereas the goodness of the latter is acquired. Also what belongs to (/) Whatbe-that which is better and more highly honoured is better^the more worthy of choice, for example, that which preferable, belongs to God than that which belongs to man, and that which belongs to the soul than that which belongs to the body. Also the property of the better is better than that of the worse, for example, the property of God than that of man ; for in those things which are common to both there is no difference between them, but it is in their properties that the one is superior to the other. Also, that is better
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τιμιωτεροις βελτιον, οΐον ύγίεια Ισχνός καί κάλλους. η μεν γάρ ἐν ύγροΐς καί ξηροΐς καί θερμοΐς καί 20 φυχροΐς, απλώς δ’ είπεΐν εζ ών πρώτων συν-εστηκε το ζώον, τα 8’ iv τοΐς ύστερους’ η μεν γάρ Ισχύς εν τοΐς νεύροις καί όστοΐς, το δε κάλλος των μελών τις συμμετρία δοκεΐ είναι, καί το τέλος τών προς το τέλος αίρετώτερον δοκεΐ είναι, και δυοῖν το εγγιον τον τέλους, και ολως το προς 25 το του βίου τέλος α ίρετώτερον μάλλον η το προς άλλο τι, οΐον το προς ευδαιμονίαν συντεΐνον η το προς φρόνησιν. και το δυνατόν τού αδυνάτου. ἔτι δύο ποιητικών, ου το τέλος βελτιον. ποιητικού δἐ και τέλους εκ τού άνάλογον, όταν πλείονι ύπερεχη το τέλος τού τέλους η εκείνο τού οικείου ποιητικού, οΐον ει η ευδαιμονία πλείονι ύπερεχει 30 ύγιείας η ύγίεια ύγιεινού, το ποιητικόν ευδαιμονίας βελτιον ύγιείας. οσω γάρ η ευδαιμονία ύγιείας ύπερεχε ι, τοσούτω και το ποιητικόν το της ευδαιμονίας τού ύγιεινού ύπερεχε ι.	η δἐ
ύγίεια τού ύγιεινού ελάττονι ύπερεΐχεν, ώστε πλείονι ύπερεχε ι το ποιητικόν ευδαιμονίας τού * 388
α It is difficult to see what is the syntax of the words ποιητικού δε τέλους Ικ του άνάλογον, but the meaning is clear.
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which is inherent in things which are better or prior or more highly honoured ; for example, health is better than strength or beauty. For health is inherent in moisture and dryness and in heat and cold, in a word in all the primary elements of which the living creature consists, whereas the others are inherent in secondary constituents ; for strength is generally considered to reside in the sinews and bones, and beauty to be in a certain symmetry of the limbs. Also, the end is usually regarded as (q) The end more worthy of choice than the means to the end, toPtrheferablC and of two means that which is nearer to the end. ^practl·1 And, to speak generally, the means which has life cable to the as its end is more worthy of choice than that which has some other end ; for example, that which tends to happiness is more worthy of choice than that which tends to prudence. Also the practicable is more worthy of choice than the impracticable. Further, of two productive agencies, that of which the end is better is more worthy of choice. We can judge between a productive agency and an end by drawing up a proportion,® when the superiority of one end over the other is greater than that of the latter over its owri productive agency. For example, if happiness has a greater superiority over health than health has over the health-giving, then that which produces happiness is superior to health. For that which produces happiness is superior to the health-giving in the same degree as happiness is superior to health.
But health shows less superiority over the healthgiving ; therefore that which produces happiness shows greater superiority over the health-giving than
Pacius renders, cum alterum sit efectivum, alterum finis, ex proportions iudicandum est. Wallies reads ποιητικόν.
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35 υγιεινού ή ή ύγίεια του υγιεινόν. δήλον άρα οτ ι αίρετώτερον το ποιητικόν ευδαιμονίας της ύγιείας' του γαρ αυτού πλείονι ύπερεχει.
Έτι τό κάλλιον καθ' αυτό και τιμιώτερον και επαινετώτερον, οΐον φιλία πλούτον και δικαιοσύνη ισχύος, τα μεν γαρ καθ' αυτό, των τίμιων και 117 a επαινετών, τα δ’ ον καθ' αυτό άλλα δι' ετερον· ούδεις γαρ τιμά τον πλούτον δι' εαυτόν άλλα δι ετερον, την δἐ φιλίαν καθ' αυτό, και ει μηδέν μέλλει η μιν ετερον απ' αυτής εσεσθαι.
5 II. ’Έτι όταν δύο τινα η σφοδρά άλληλοις παραπλήσια καί μη δυνώμεθα ύπεροχην μηδεμίαν συνιδεΐν του ετερον προς τό ετερον, όράν από των παρεπόμενων* ω γαρ επεται μεΐζον αγαθόν, τοΰθ' αίρετώτερον. αν δ' η τα επόμενα κακά, ω τό ελαττον άκολουθεΐ κακόν, τοΰθ' α ίρετώτερον.
10 όντων γαρ αμφοτερων αιρετών ούδεν κωλύει δυσχερές τι παρεπεσθαι. διχώς δ' άπό του επεσθαι η σκεφις- καί γαρ πρότερον καί ύστερον επεται, οΐον τω μανθάνοντι τό μεν άγνοεΐν πρότερον, τό δ' επίστασθαι ύστερον, βελτιον δ' ως επί τό πολύ τό ύστερον επόμενον, λαμβάνειν οΰν
15 τών επόμενων οπότερον αν η χρήσιμον.
’Έτι τα πλείω άγαθα τών ελαττόνων, ή απλώς, ή όταν τα ετερα εν τοΐς ετεροις ύπάρχη, τα ελάττω εν τοΐς πλείοσιν. ενστασις, ει που θάτερον θατερου 390
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health shows over the health-giving. It is clear, then, that what produces happiness is more worthy of choice than health ; for it shows a greater superiority over the same thing.
Further, that which is in itself more noble and (Λ) what is more valued and more praiseworthy is more worthy noble, m°re of choice ; for example, friendship is more worthy valued and of choice than wealth, and justice than strength, worthy is For the former in themselves are among things Preferable-valued and praiseworthy, while the latter are valued and praiseworthy not in themselves but for some other reason ; for no one values wealth for its own sake but for some other reason, but we value friendship for its own sake, even if we are not likely to get anything else from it.
II.	Further, when two things are very similar to Rules of pre-one another and we cannot detect any superiority in fo^sedon: the one over the other, we must judge from their consequences ; for that of which the consequence is conse-a greater good is more worthy of choice, and, if the <iuence8· consequences are evil, that is more worthy of choice which is followed by the lesser evil. For, if both are worthy of choice, there is nothing to prevent some unpleasant secondary consequence. The examination based on consequence takes two forms ; for a consequence can be prior or posterior in time ; for example, for the man who learns, ignorance is prior, knowledge posterior. The posterior consequence is usually better. You should, then, take whichever of the consequences is advantageous.
Further, a greater number of good things is prefer- (δ) Num-able to a lesser number, either absolutely or when bers· the one exists in the other, i.e., the lesser number is included in the greater. An objection may be
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χάριν' ούδεν γάρ αίρετώτερα τα άμφω τον ενός, 20 οΐον τό ύγιάζεσθαι και ή ύγίεια της ύγΐ€ΐας, επειδή το ύγιάζεσθαι τής ύγιείας ενεκεν αίρούμεθα. και μή αγαθά δε αγαθών ούδεν κωλύει είναι αίρ€τώτερα, οΐον ευδαιμονίαν και άλλο τι ο μή ἐστιν αγαθόν δικαιοσύνης και άνδρίας. και ταυτα μεθ' ηδονής μάλλον ή άνευ ηδονής, καί ταυτα 25 μετ' άλνπίας μάλλον ή μετά λύπης.
Και έκαστον εν ω καιρώ μεΐζον δυναται, εν τοντω και αίρετώτερον, οΐον τό άλυπως εν τω γήρα μάλλον ή εν τῇ νεότητι- μεΐζον γάρ εν τω γήρα δνναται. κατά ταυτα δε και ή φρόνησις εν 30 τῷ γήρα· αίρετώτερον' ονδείς γάρ τούς νέους αίρεΐται ηγεμόνας διά τό μή άξιοΰν φρονίμους εΐναι. ή δ’ ἀνδρία άνάπαλιν εν τή νεότητι γάρ αναγκαιότερα ή κατά την άνδρίαν ενεργεια. ομοίως δε και ή σωφροσύνη' μάλλον γάρ οι νέοι των πρεσβυτερών υπό των επιθυμιών ενοχλούνται.
35 Και ο εν παντι καιρώ ή εν τοΐς πλείστοις χρή-σιμώτερον, οΐον δικαιοσύνη καί σωφροσύνη άν-δρίας’ αι μεν γάρ αει ή δε ποτε χρησίμη. καί δ πάντων εχόντων μηδέν θατερου δεόμεθα, ή ο Ιχόντων προσδεόμεθα του λοιπού, καθάπερ επί δικαιοσύνης καί άνδρίας' δικαίων μεν γάρ πάντων
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made if a case occurs in which one thing is preferred for the sake of another ; for the two things taken together are in no way preferable to the one. For example, to become healthy plus health is not preferable to health alone, since we choose to become healthy for the sake of health. Also, there is nothing to prevent even things which are not good a from being preferable to things which are good ; for example, happiness plus something else which is not good may be preferable to justice plus courage.
Also, the same things are more worthy of choice when pleasure is added than when it is absent, and when accompanied by freedom from pain than when attended by pain.
Also, everything is preferable at the time when (c) Times it has greater importance ; for example, freedom seasons, from pain in old age is preferable to freedom from pain in youth, for it is more important in old age.
And on this principle also prudence is preferable in old age ; for no one chooses young men as leaders, because he does not expect them to be prudent.
The converse holds good of courage ; for in youth courageous activity is more necessary. So too Anth self-control ; for the young are more troubled by their passions than the old.
Also, that is preferable which is more useful on every occasion or on most occasions, for example, justice and self-control are preferable to courage, for the two first are always useful, but courage only sometimes. Also, of two things, that one, the (d) Self-possession of which by all causes us to have no need sufflcienc>· of the other, is preferable to the one the universal possession of which leaves us still in need of the other. Take, for example, justice and courage ; if
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117	b οντων ούδεν χρήσιμος ή άνδρίa, ανδρείων δἐ πάντων ον των χρήσιμος ή δικαιοσύνη.
Έτι εκ των φθορών και των αποβολών και τών γενεσεων και τών λήψεων καί τών εναντίων ών 5 γάρ αι φθοραί φευκτότεραι, αυτά αίρετώτερα. ομοίως δε καί επί τών αποβολών καί τών εναντίων οΰ γάρ ή αποβολή η το εναντίον φευκτότερον, αι)τό αιρετώτερον. επί δε τών γενεσεων καί τών λήψεων άνάπαλιν ών γάρ αι λήψεις καί αι γενεσεις αιρετώτεραι, καί αυτά αίρετώτερα. ίο *Άλλος τόπος, το εγγύτερον τάγαθου βελτιον καί αιρετώτερον, καί το όμοιότερον τάγαθώ, οΐον η δικαιοσύνη δικαίου, καί το τω βελτίονι αυτού όμοιότερον, καθάπερ τον Αΐαντα του Όδυσσεως φασι βελτίω τινες είναι, διότι ομοιότερος τω 15 Άχιλλεΐ. ενστασις τούτου ότι ούκ αληθές· ούδεν γάρ κωλύει, μη ἡ βέλτιστος ό ’Αχιλλεύς, ταύτη όμοιότερον είναι τον Αΐαντα, τού ετερου οντος μεν αγαθού μη όμοιου δε. σκοπεΐν δἐ καί ει επί το γελοιότερον ειη όμοιον, καθάπερ 6 πίθηκος τω άνθρώπω, τού ίππου μη οντος όμοιου* ου γαρ κάλλιον ό πίθηκος, όμοιότερον δε τω άνθρώπω. 20 πάλιν επί δυοΐν ει το μεν τω βελτίονι το δἐ τω χείρον ι όμοιότερον, ειη αν βελτιον το τω βελτίονι όμοιότερον. εχει δε καί τούτο ενστασιν’ ούδεν γάρ κωλύει το μεν τω βελτίονι ήρεμα όμοιον είναι, 39 4
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all men were just, there would be no use for courage, but if all men were brave, justice would still be useful.
Further, arguments can be derived from the (e) Corrup-corruptions, losses, generations, acquisitions and g^neratfoSl contraries of things ; for things of which the cormp- acquisitions tion is more to be avoided are themselves preferable, contraries. Similarly, too, in the case of losses and contraries ; for that of which the loss or the contrary is more to be avoided is itself preferable. The converse is true of generation and acquisition ; for things of which the acquisition and generation is preferable are themselves preferable.
Another commonplace is that what is nearer to (/) Likeness the good is better and preferable, and also what is Seal™5 more like the good ; for example, justice is prefer- pattern, able to a just man. Also that is preferable which is more like something better than itself ; for example, some people say that Ajax was a better man than Odysseus, because he was more like Achilles. To this an objection may be raised that it is not true ; for nothing prevents Ajax from being more like Achilles, but not in respect of that in which Achilles was best, while Odysseus might be a good man though not resembling Achilles. We must also see whether the resemblance tends towards the ridiculous, for example, that of a monkey to a man, whereas the horse bears no resemblance ; for the monkey is not more handsome than the horse, although he is more like a man. Again, of two things, if the one is more like that which is'better and the other more like that which is worse, then that which is like the better would itself be better. Here also an objection is possible ; for there is no reason why the one should not resemble the better in a slight degree only,
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το δε τω χείρονι σφόδρα, οΐον el 6 μεν Alas τω Άχιλλεΐ ήρεμα, ό δ* ’Οδυσσεὺς τῷ Νἐστορι 2δ σφόδρα. καί el το μεν τω βελτιονι όμοιον επι τα χ€ιρω όμοιον εΐη, τδ δε τω χείρονι ἐνὶ τα βελτίω, καθάπερ Ιππος όνω καί πίθηκος άνθρώπω.
'Άλλος, τδ επιφανεστερον του ηττον τοιούτου, καί τό χαλεπώτερον μάλλον yap αγαπώμ€ν εχοντες 30 α μὴ ὲστι ραδίως Λαβεῖν, και τό ιδιαίτερον του κοινότερου. καί τδ τοΐς κακοΐς άκοινωνητότερον* αιρετώτερον γαρ ω μηδεμία δυσχέρεια ακολουθεί η ω ακολουθεί.
Έτι ει απλώς τούτο τούτου βελτιον, /cat τό βέλτιστου τώυ ἐν τουτω βέλτιον του εν τω ετερω 35 βέλτιστου, οΐον ει βελτιον άνθρωπος ίππου, /ecu ἀ βέλτιστος άνθρωπος του βέλτιστου Ιππου βελτίων. και ὡ τό βελτιστον του βέλτιστου βελτιον, /cat απλώς τούτο τούτου βελτιον, οΐον ει δ βέλτιστος άνθρωπος του βέλτιστου Ιππου βελτίων, και απλώς άνθρωπος Ιππου βελτίων.
118	a Έτι ών εστι τούς φίλους μετασχεΐν, αίρετώτερα
η ών μη. και α πρδς τδν φίλον πράξαι μάλλον βουλόμεθα η α πρδς τδν τυχόντα, ταΰτα αίρετώτερα, οΐον τδ δικαιοπραγεΐν και ευ ποιεΐν μάλλον 5 η τδ δοκέΐν' τούς γαρ φίλους ευ ποιεΐν βουλόμεθα μάλλον η δοκεΐν, τούς δε τυχόντας άνάπαλιν.
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while the other strongly resembles the worse ; for example, Ajax may slightly resemble Achilles, while Odysseus strongly resembles Nestor. Also, that which resembles the better may resemble it for the worse, while that which resembles the worse may resemble it for the better, as in the likeness of the horse to the donkey and that of a monkey to a man.
Another commonplace is that what is more con- (g) Various spicuous is preferable to what is less conspicuous, desirable also that which is more difficult; for we value more qualities highly the possession of such things as are not easy criteria, to obtain. Also, what is more peculiar to ourselves is preferable to what is more common. We also prefer that which has less communion with evil ; for that which is not accompanied by vexation is preferable to that which is so accompanied.
Further, if A be absolutely better than B, then also the best specimen of A is better than the best specimen of Β ; for example, if man is better than horse, then also the best man is better than the best horse. Also, if the best in one class (A) is better than the best in the other class (B), then also A is absolutely better than Β ; for example, if the best man is better than the best horse, then also man is better than horse absolutely.
Further, those things in vvhicli our friends can share are preferable to those in which they cannot share. Also, things are preferable which we would rather do to a friend than to any chance person.
For example, to act justly and to do good are preferable to merely seeming to do so ; for we would rather actually do good to our friends than only seem to do so, whereas the converse is true of our attitude to chance persons.
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Και τα εκ περιουσίας των αναγκαίων βελτίω, ενίοτε δε και αίρετώτερα■ βελτιον γαρ τον ζην το ευ ζην, το δε ευ ζην εστιν εκ περιουσίας, αυτό δε τό ζην άναγκαιον. ενίοτε δἐ τα βελτίω ονχί ίο και αίρετώτερα’ ον γαρ ει βελτίω, άναγκαιον και αίρετώτερα’ το γοϋν φιλοσοφεΐν βελτιον του χρηματίζεσθαι, ἀλλ’ ούχ αίρετώτερον τω ενδεεΐ των αναγκαίων, το δ’ εκ περιουσίας εστιν, όταν υπαρχόντων των αναγκαίων άλλα τινα προσκατα-σκευάζητ αι τις των καλών. σχεδόν δε ίσως αίρετώτερον το άναγκαιον ἐστι, βελτιον δ ἐ τό εκ 15 περιουσίας.
Και δ μη εστι παρ' άλλον πορίσασθαι η ο ἐστι και παρ* άλλου, οιον πεπονθεν η δικαιοσύνη προς την άνδρίαν. καί ει τάδε μεν άνευ τονδε αιρετόν, τόδε δε άνευ τονδε μη, οΐον δνναμις άνευ φρονη-20 σεως ονχ αιρετόν, φρόνησις δ’ άνευ δυνάμεως αιρετόν, καί δνοΐν ει θάτερον άρνουμεθα, ίνα τό λοιπόν δόξη ή μιν ύπαρχε ιν, εκείνο αίρετώτερον δ βουλόμεθα δοκεΐν ύπαρχε ιν, οΐον φιλοπονεΐν άρνουμεθα, ίν ευφυείς είναι δόξωμεν.
’Έτι ου τη άπονσία ηττον επιτι μητεον δυσ-25 φοροΰσι, τούτο αίρετώτερον. καί ου τη άπουσία μη δυσφοροΰντι μάλλον επιτιμητεον, τούτο αίρετώτερον.
III.	’Έτι των υπό τό αυτό είδος τό δχον την 398
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Also, superfluities are better than bare necessities, and sometimes also preferable. For living a good life is better than merely living ; and a good life is a superfluity, while life itself is a necessity. Sometimes better things are not also preferable ; for it does not follow that, if they are better, they are also preferable. For example, to be a philosopher is better than to make money, but it is not preferable for him who lacks the necessities of life. Superfluity exists, when, being already in possession of the necessities of life, a man tries to procure some noble accessories. We shall perhaps not be far wrong if we say that the necessary is preferable, while the superfluous is better.
Also, that which cannot be procured from another is preferable to that which can also be procured from another ; this, for example, is true of justice as compared with courage. Also A is preferable to B, if A is an object of choice without B, while Β is not an object of choice without A ; for example, power is not an object of choice without prudence, but prudence is an object of choice without power. Also, if we deny the possession of one of two things in order that we may seem to possess the other, that one is preferable which we wish to seem to possess ; for example, we deny that we work hard in order that we may be thought gifted.
Furthermore, that is preferable at the absence of which it is less reprehensible to be annoyed ; also that is preferable at whose absence it is more reprehensible not to be annoyed.
III. Furthermore, of the things which fall under Further the same species, that which possesses the peculiar comparative
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οίκείαν αρετήν τού μή εχοντος. άμφω δ* εχόντων τό μάλλον €χον.
’Έτι ὡ το μεν ποιεί αγαθόν εκείνο ω αν παρή, 30 τό δε μη ποιεί, τδ ποιούν αιρετώτερον, καθάπερ και θερμότερον τδ θερμαΐνον του μη. el δ’ άμφω ποιεΐ, τδ μάλλον ποιούν' η ει τδ βελτιον καί κυριώτερον ποιεΐ αγαθόν, οΐον ει τδ μεν την φυχήν τδ δε τδ σώμα.
’Έτι άπδ των πτώσεων και των χρήσεων και 35 των πράξεων και των έργων, καί ταΰτα δε άπ* εκείνων· ακολουθεί γαρ άλλήλοις, οΐον ει τδ δικαίως αίρετώτερον τού άνδρείως, καί ή δικαιοσύνη τής άνδρίας α ιρετώτερον' και ει ή δικαιοσύνη τής άνδρίας αίρετώτερον, και τδ δικαίως τού άνδρείως. παραπλησίως δε καί επί των άλλων.
118 b "Ετι ει τινος τού αυτού τδ μεν μεΐζον άγαθόν εστι τ δ δε ελαττον, αίρετώτερον τδ μεΐζον. ή ει μείζονος μεΐζον θάτερον. αλλά καί ει δύο τινα τινδς εΐη αίρετώτερα, τδ μάλλον αίρετώτερον τού 5 ήττον αίρετωτερου αίρετώτερον. ἔτι ου ή υπερβολή τής υπερβολής αίρετώτερα, καί αύτδ αίρετώτερον, οΐον φιλία χρημάτων' αίρετώτερα γάρ ή τής φιλίας υπερβολή τής των χρημάτων, καί ου μάλλον αν ελοιτο αύτδς αύτω αίτιος είναι ή ου ετερον, οΐον τούς φίλους των χρημάτων.
α That is, we must decide whether one thing (e.g., justice) is preferable to another (e.g., courage) by considering how other words containing these ideas are used. These may be adverbs which are πτώσεις (cf. 106 b 29, note), or denote action or actual deed ; χρήσεις seems to refer to the different usages of a word.
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virtue of the species is preferable to that which does valuation not possess it. If both possess it, then that which predicates: possesses it in a greater degree is preferable.	enceoffer*
Furthermore, if one thing does good to anything predicate in which it is present and another does not, then that which does good is preferable (just as that the pecuilM which warms is warmer than that which does not), the species, If both do good, that which does greater good, or (2) pro-does good to what is better or more important, is greater preferable, for example, if one thing does good to good* the soul the other to the body.
Furthermore, we can judge things from their (b) Con-inflected forms, uses, actions and deeds,® and also oflnfoxkms vice versa ; for they follow one another. For example, and uses of if ‘ justly ’ is preferable to ‘ courageously/ then pre lcates·
‘ justice ’ also is preferable to ‘ courage * ; and if ‘ justice ’ is preferable to ‘ courage,’ then ‘ justly ’ too is preferable to ‘ courageously.’ And similarly too in the other cases.
Furthermore, if one thing is a greater and the (c) Comother a lesser good than the same thing, the greater Sth some good is preferable ; or if one of them is greater than c?mi?OIi
or7	o	standard
a greater good. Moreover also, if two things were to be preferable to something, that which was preferable to a greater degree would be preferable to that which is preferable to a less degree. Further, if the excess of one thing is preferable to the excess of the other, it is itself also preferable. For example, friendship is preferable to money ; for excess of friendship is preferable to excess of money. Also, that of which a man would prefer to be the cause by his own act is preferable to that of which he would wish another to be the cause ; for example, friends are preferable to money.
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10 Έτι εκ της προσθεσεως, el τῷ αντω προστιθέμενόν τι τό όλον αιρετώτερον ποιεί, ενλα-βεΐσθαι δε δεῖ προτείνειν εφ* ών τω μεν ετερω των προστιθέμενων χρηται τό κοινόν ή άλλως πως συνεργόν ἐστι, τω δε λοιπω μη χρηται μηδε συνεργόν ἐστιν, οΐον πρίονα και δρέπανον μετά 15 τεκτονικής- α ιρετώτερον γάρ 6 πρίων συνδυα-ζόμενος, απλώς δε ονχ α ιρετώτερον.	πάλιν ει
ελάττονι προστεθεν τι τό όλον μεΐζον ποιεί, ομοίως δε και εκ της άφαιρεσεως- ου γάρ άφαιρεθεντος από του αυτόν τό Αει πόμενον ελαττον, εκείνο μεΐζον αν εΐη, οπότε άφαιρεθεν τό λειπόμενον ελαττον ποιεί.
20 Καί ει τό μεν δι* αυτό τό δε διά την δόξαν αιρετόν, οΐον υγίεια κάλλους, όρος δἐ του προς δόξαν τό μηδενός συνειδότος μη αν σπουδάσαι ύπαρχειν. και ει τό μεν δι’ αυτό και διά την δόξαν αιρετόν, τό δἐ διά θάτερον μόνον. καί όπότερον μάλλον δι* αυτό τίμιον, τούτο και βελτιον 25 και αίρετώτερον. τιμιώτερον δ* αν εΐη καθ* αυτό, ο μηδενός άλλου μέλλοντος ύπάρξειν δι* αυτό αίρουμεθα μάλλον.
’Έτι διελεσθαι ποσαχώς τό αιρετόν λεγεται και
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Furthermore, you can argue by means of an addition, (d) Com-and see if the addition of one predicate to the same predicates thing as that to which another is added makes the whole more worthy of choice. But you must beware of subtracting making a proposition in cases where the common term known™™ a uses, or in some other way co-operates with, one of the value, things added, but does not use or co-operate with the other. For example, if you were to combine a saw or a sickle with the art of carpentry ; for the saw in conjunction is preferable, but not preferable absolutely.
Again, the same is true if something added to a lesser good makes the whole a greater good. So likewise in the case of subtraction also ; for something, the sub- r traction of which from the same thing as that from which another is subtracted makes the remainder a lesser good, would be a greater good, when its subtraction makes the remainder a lesser good.
Also, you must consider whether one thing is (e) Com-worthy of choice for its own sake and the other for Aground the impression which it makes on others, for example, of prefer-health as compared with beauty. That which is worthy of choice for the impression it makes may be defined as that which one would not be eager to possess if no one knew about it. You must also consider whether one thing is worthy of choice for its own sake and also for the impression it makes, and the other for only one of these reasons. Also whichever is more valuable for its own sake, is also better and more worthy of choice. More valuable for its own sake would mean that which we choose by preference for its own sake, when nothing else is likely to result from it.
Further, you must distinguish the various meanings which ‘ worthy of choice ’ may bear and what are the
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τίνων χάριν, olov του συμφέροντος ή τοΰ καλοΰ ή τοΰ ήδέος- το γάρ προς άπαντα ή προς τα πλείω 30 χρησμόν αΙρ€τώτ€ρον αν ύπαρχοι τοΰ μη ομοίως, των δ’ αυτών άμφοτέροις υπαρχόντων, όποτέρω μάλλον υπάρχει σκεπτέον, πότερον ἡδιον ή κάλ-Λιον ή συμφερώτερον. πάλιν τό τοΰ βελτίονος ένεκεν αίρετώτερον, οΐον το α ρ€τής ένεκεν ή ηδονής, ομοίως he και επί των φ€υκτών φευκτό-35 τepov γάρ τό μάλλον έμποδιστικόν των αιρετών, οΐον νόσος αίσχους· και γάρ ηδονής και τοΰ σπουδαίου είναι κωλυτικώτ€ρον ή νόσος.
Έτι εκ τοΰ ομοίως δεικνυναι φ€υκτόν καί αίρ€τόν τό προκείμενον ήττον γάρ αίρετόν τό τοιοΰτον, ο καί ελοιτ’ αν τις ομοίως καί φυγοι, τοΰ ετέρου οντος αιρετού μόνον.
H9a IV. Τα? μεν οΰν προς άλληλα συγκρίσ€ΐς, καθάπερ είρηται, ποιητέον. οι αυτοί δἐ τόποι χρήσιμοι καί προς τό δεικνυναι ότιοΰν αιρετόν ή φευκτόν· άφαιρεΐν γάρ μόνον δεΐ την προς έτερον υπεροχήν, ει γάρ τό τιμιώτερον αίρετώτερον, καί 5 τό τίμιον αιρετόν, καί ει τό χρησιμώτερον αίρετώτερον, καί τό χρήσιμον αιρετόν. ομοίως δε καί επί των άλλων, όσα τοιαυτην έχει την συγ-κρισιν. ἐπ* ενίων γάρ ευθέως κατά την προς 404
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ends in view, such as expediency or honour or pleasure ; for that which is useful for all these ends, or for most of them, would be more worthy of choice than which is not so useful. If the same qualities belong to both of two things, you should examine to which they belong in a greater degree, that is, which is more pleasant or honourable or expedient. Again, that which serves the better purpose is more worthy of choice, for example, that which aims at virtue than that which aims at pleasure. So too with the things which are to be avoided. That is more to be avoided which is more likely to stand in the way of that which is worthy of choice ; for example, disease is more to be avoided than ugliness, for disease is a greater preventive both of pleasure and of goodness.
Further, you can argue by showing that the subject under discussion is equally an object of avoidance and of choice ; for the kind of thing which one would equally choose and avoid is less worthy of choice than an alternative which is worthy of choice only.
IV.	Comparisons, then, of things with one another Adaptation should be made in the manner described. The same rufefto °Ve commonplaces are useful also for showing that some-thing is simply worthy of choice or avoidance ; for value. we need only subtract the excess of one thing over the other. For if that which is more valuable is more worthy of choice, then also that which is valuable is worthy of choice, and, if that which is more useful is more worthy of choice, then also that which is useful is worthy of choice ; and so too in the other cases where such comparison is possible. For sometimes, while we are actually comparing two things,
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έτερον συγκρισιν καί οτ ι α ίρετόν εκάτερον ἡ το ετερον λεγομεν, οΐον όταν το μεν φύσει αγαθόν 10 τ 6 δε μη φύσε ι λέγω μεν- το γαρ φύσει αγαθόν δῆλον οτ ι αιρετόν ἐστιν.
V. Αηπτεον δ* οτι μάλιστα καθόλου τους τόπους περί του μάλλον και του μείζονος* λἡγ-θεντες γαρ ούτως προς πλείω χρήσιμοι αν ειησαν. 15 εστι δ* αυτών των είρημενων ενίους καθόλου μάλλον ποιεΐν μικρόν παραλλάσσοντα τη προσηγορία, οΐον τό φύσει τοιοΰτο του μη φύσει τοιουτου μάλλον τοιοΰτο. και ει τό μεν ποιεί το δἐ μη ποιεΐ τό €χον τοιόνδε η ω αν ύπάρχη, μάλλον τοιοΰτο ο ποτε ποιεΐ η ο μη ποιεί, ει δ* άμφω ποιεΐ, τό μάλλον ποιοΰν τοιοΰτο.
20 Έτι ει του αύτοΰ τινός τό μεν μάλλον τό δε ηττον τοιοΰτο, και ει τό μεν τοιουτου μάλλον τοιοΰτο, τό δε μη τοιουτου (μάλλον) τοιοΰτο,1 δηλον οτι τό πρώτον μάλλον τοιοΰτο. ετι εκ της προσθεσεως, ει τω αΰτώ προστιθέμενον τό ολον μάλλον ποιεΐ τοιοΰτο, η ει τω ηττον τοιουτω προστιθέμενον τό ολον μάλλον ποιεί τοιοΰτο. 25 ομοίως δε και εκ της άφαιρεσεως- οὐ γαρ άφαι-
1 Reading τοιουτου <μάλλον> τοιοΰτο. Pacius renders, si alterum sit tali re magis tale, alterum non sit tali re tale, manifestum est, etc.
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we immediately assert that each or one of them is worthy of choice, for example, when we say that one thing is naturally good and another not naturally good ; for what is naturally good is obviously worthy of choice.
V.	The commonplaces which deal with the more Rules for the and the greater degree must be taken as generally pXSX* as possible ; for when they are so taken they would °.f accidents be useful in a larger number of cases. Of the actualin 9Wura' instances given above some can be made of more general application by a slight change in the way in which they are worded. We can say, for example, that that which naturally has a certain quality has that quality in a greater degree than that which does not possess it naturally. Also, if one thing does, and another thing does not, create a certain quality in that which possesses it, or in which it is present, then whichever creates it has that quality in a greater degree than that which does not create it ; and, if both create it, then that which creates it in a greater degree, possesses it in a greater degree.
Further, if one thing is of a certain quality in a greater degree and the other in a less degree than the same thing, and also, if one thing possesses a certain quality in a greater degree than some other thing which possesses it, and the other does not, it is obvious that the former in each case possesses the quality in a greater degree. Further, you must see, as a result of addition, whether something added to the same thing makes the whole of a certain quality in a greater degree, or whether, being added to something which possesses the quality in a less degree, it gives the whole that quality in a greater degree. And, similarly, if subtraction is used ; for
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ρεθεντος τ6 Αειπόμενον ηττον τοιοΰτο, αυτό μάλλον τοιοΰτο. καί τα τοΐς ενάντιοι? άμιγεστερα μάλλον τοιαΰτα, οΐον λευκότερον το τω μελάνι αμιγέστερου. 6τι παρά, τα είρημενα πρότερον, τό μάλλον επιδε-30 χόμενον τον οίκεΐον του προκειμενου λόγον, οΐον ει τον λευκόν εστι λόγος χρώμα διακριτικόν οψεως, λευκότερον ο εστι μάλλον χρώμα διακριτικόν οφεως.
VI.	*Αν δ’ επί μέρους και μη καθόλου τό πρόβλημα τεθη, πρώτον μεν οι ειρημενοι καθόλου κατασκευαστικοί η άνασκευαστικοι τόποι πάντες 85 χρήσιμοι· καθόλου γάρ άναιροΰντες η κατασκευά-ζοντες και επί μέρους δείκνυμεν ει γάρ π αντί υπάρχει, καί τινι, καί ει μηδενί, ουδέ τινι. μάλιστα δ’ επίκαιροι και κοινοί τών τόπων οι τ εκ τών αντικείμενων καί τών συστοίχων καί τών πτώσεων' ομοίως γάρ ένδοξον τό άξιώσαι, ει πάσα ηδονη αγαθόν, καί λύπην πάσαν είναι κακόν, τω ει τις 119 b ηδονη αγαθόν, καί λύπην εΐναί τινα κακόν, ετι ει τις αΐσθησις μη εστι δυναμις, καί αναισθησία τις ούκ εστιν αδυναμία. καί ει τι ύποληπτόν επιστητόν, καί ύπόληψίς τις επιστήμη. πάλιν ει 5 τι τών αδίκων αγαθόν, καί τών δίκαιων τι κακόν καί ει τι τών δικαίως κακόν, καί τών αδίκως τι 408
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that the subtraction of which makes the remainder less of a certain quality, itself possesses more of that quality. Also things possess qualities in a greater degree which have less admixture of the contraries of those qualities ; for example, a thing is whiter which has less admixture of black. Further, besides what has already been said, a thing possesses a quality in a greater degree when it admits of the particular definition of the subject in question to a greater degree ; for example, if the definition of ‘ white is ‘ a colour which penetrates the vision,’ that is whiter which is in a greater degree a colour which penetrates the vision.
VI.	If the problem is put in a particular and not Particular in a universal way, in the first place the general ^^.α* commonplaces mentioned above as applicable in con- («) Adop-structive and destructive argument are all of them previous useful. For, when we destroy or construct some- rules· thing universally, we also display it in particular; for if something belongs to all, it also belongs to a particular one, and if it belongs to none, neither does it belong to a particular one. Those common- (l) Rules places are especially convenient and widely applicable opposites, which are based on opposites and co-ordinates and cojnitaates inflexions ; for the claim that if all pleasure is good, inflexions, then all pain is evil, meets with the same general acceptance as the claim that if some pleasure is good, then some pain is evil. Further, if some kind of perception is not a capacity, then some absence of perception is not an incapacity. Also, if something conceivable is knowable, then some conception is knowledge. Again, if something which is unjust is good, then something which is just is bad ; and if something which can be done justly is bad, something
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αγαθόν. καί ει τι των ήδεων φευκτόν, ήδονή τις φευκτόν, κατά ταύτα δε καί ει τι των ήδεων ωφέλιμον, -ηδονή τις ωφέλιμον. και επί των φθαρτικών δε και των γενεσεων και φθορών ωσαύτως, ει γάρ τι φθαρτικδν ηδονής ή επιστήμης 10 ον αγαθόν ἐστιν, εϊη αν τις ηδονή ή επιστήμη των κακών, ομοίως δἐ και ει φθορά τις επιστήμης τών αγαθών ή ή γενεσις τών κακών, εσται τις επιστήμη τών κακών, οΐον ει το επιλανθάνεσθαι α τις αισχρά επραξε τών αγαθών ή το άναμι-μνήσκεσθαι τών κακών, εϊη αν τό επίστασθαι α 15 τις αισχρά επραξε τών κακών. ωσαύτως δε και επί τών άλλων· εν άπασι γάρ ομοίως το ένδοξον.
"Ετι εκ του μάλλον και ήττον καί ομοίως, ει γάρ μάλλον μεν τών εξ άλλου γένους τι τοιοΰτο εκείνων δε μηδέν ἐστιν, οὑδ* αν το είρημενον εΐη 20 τοιοΰτον, οΐον ει μάλλον μεν επιστήμη τις αγαθόν ή ήδονή, μηδεμία δ’ επιστήμη αγαθόν, οι)δ* αν ήδονή είη. καί εκ του ομοίως δἐ καί ήττον ωσαύτως· εσται γάρ καί άναιρεΐν καί κατασκευά-ζειν, πλήν εκ μεν του ομοίως άμφότερα, εκ δε τ ου ήττον κατασκευάζειν μόνον, άνασκευάζειν δε 410
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which can be done unjustly is good. Also, if some pleasant thing is to be avoided, pleasure is sometimes to be avoided. On the same principle, too, if a pleasant thing is sometimes beneficial, pleasure is sometimes beneficial. Similarly with regard to destructive agencies and the processes of generation and destruction. For, if something which is destructive of pleasure or knowledge is good, pleasure or knowledge would sometimes be an evil thing. Similarly, too, if the destruction of knowledge is sometimes a good thing or the production of it an evil thing, knowledge will be sometimes an evil thing ; for example, if the forgetting of someone’s disgraceful deeds is a good thing or the remembrance of them a bad thing, the knowledge of the disgraceful things which he has done would be an evil thing. Similarly, too, in the other cases ; for in all of them the generally accepted opinion is formed in the same manner.
Further, arguments can be derived from the greater and the less and the like degree. If something in another genus has some quality in a greater degree than the object under discussion and none of the members of that genus possesses that quality, then neither could the object under discussion possess it; for example, if some kind of knowledge were good in a greater degree than pleasure, while no kind of knowledge is good, then neither would pleasure be good. We can argue in a similar way from the like and the less degrees ; for it will be possible to argue thus both destructively and constructively, except that both processes can be based on the like degree, but the less degree can be used for constructive purposes only and not for destructive
411
(2) Rules based on the greater, the less and the like degree.
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ον. el γαρ ομοίως ουναμις τις αγαοον και επι-25 στη μη, ἐστι 8ε τις 8νναμις αγαθόν, καί επιστήμη ἐστίν, el he μη8εμία 8νναμις, οὐδ’ επιστήμη. el δ* ήττον 8νναμίς τις αγαθόν ή Ιπιστήμη, εστι δὲ τι? 8νναμις αγαθόν, και επιστήμη, ei δε μηόεμια 8νναμις αγαθόν, ονκ ανάγκη και επιστήμην μη-8εμίαν είναι αγαθόν. 8ήλον ονν οτι κατασκεναζειν 30 μόνον εκ τον ήττον εστιν.
Ου μόνον δ’ εξ άλλον γένους εστιν άνασκευάζειν, άλλα και εκ τον αυτόν λαμβάνοντι το μάλιστα τοιοϋτον, οιον ει κεΐται επιστήμη τις άγαθόν, 8ειχθείη δ’ οτι φρόνησις ονκ άγαθόν, ού8' άλλη 35 ονόεμία εσται, επει οΰδ’ ή μάλιστα 8οκονσα. ετι εξ ύποθεσεως, ομοίως άξιώσαντα, ει ενί, και πάσιν ύπάρχειν ή μη ύπαρχειν, οΐον εΐ ή τοΰ άνθρωπον φυχή άθάνατος, και τάς άλλας, εΐ 8* αντη μή, μη8ε τάς άλλας. εΐ μεν ονν ύπαρχε ιν τινι κεΐται, 8εικτεον οτι ονχ ύπάρχει τινι* άκο-λονθήσει γαρ 8ιά την ύπόθεσιν το μη8ενι ύπάρχειν.
120 a ει 8ε τινι μή ύπαρχον κεΐται, 8εικτεον οτι ύπάρχει τινι’ και γαρ όντως άκολονθήσει τό πάσιν ύπάρχειν. 8ήλον δ’ εστιν οτ ι ο ύποτιθεμενος ποιεί τό πρό-412
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purposes. For if a certain capacity is good in a like degree to knowledge, and a certain capacity is good, then knowledge is also good ; but if no capacity is good, knowledge is not good either. On the other hand, if a certain capacity is good in a less degree than knowledge, and a certain capacity is good, then so also is knowledge ; but if no capacity is good, it does not necessarily follow that no knowledge is good either. It is clear, therefore, that arguments from the less degree can only be used for constructive purposes.
It is possible to destroy an opinion not only by (δ) Demeans of another genus but also by means of the Argument same genus by taking an extreme case ; for example, jga\vnnot if it were to be laid down that a certain kind of only from knowledge is good, and it were to be shown that ggnSTbut prudence is not good, then no other kind of know- also from ledge will be good, since not even that kind of know- genS™6 ledge is good which is generally reputed to be so.
Further, you can argue by means of a hypothesis, claiming that if some attribute belongs or does not belong to one member of the genus, it also belongs or does not belong in a like degree to all ; for example, that, if the soul of man is immortal, all other souls are also immortal, but if it is not, then neither are the other souls. If, therefore, it is laid down that an attribute belongs to some member of the genus, you must show that there is some member to which it does not belong ; for it will follow in accordance with the hypothesis that it belongs to no member of the genus. But, if it is laid down that it does not belong to any member, it must be shown that there is a member to which it belongs ; for thus it will follow that it belongs to all the members of the genus. Now it is clear that he who makes the
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βλήμα καθόλου επί μέρους τεθεν· τον γάρ επί μέρους όμολογοϋντα καθόλου άξιοι όμολογεΐν, 5 επειδή, εί ενί, καί πάσιν ομοίως άξιοι ύπαρχειν.
* Αδιόριστου μεν ούν οντος του προβλήματος μοναχώς άνασκευάζειν ενδεχεται, οιον ει εφησεν ηδονήν άγαθόν είναι ή μή άγαθόν, καί μηδέν άλλο προσδιώρισεν. ει μεν γάρ τινα εφησεν ηδονήν άγαθόν είναι, δεικτέον καθόλου οτ ι ούδεμία, ει 10 μέλλει άναιρεΐσθαι τό προκείμενον. ομοίως δε καί ει τινα εφησεν ηδονήν μή είναι άγαθόν, δεικτέον καθόλου ότι πάσα· άλλως δ’ ου κ ενδεχεται άναιρειν. εάν γάρ δείξωμεν ότι ἐστί τις ηδονή ούκ άγαθόν ή άγαθόν, οϋπω άναιρεΐται τό προκει-μενον. δήλον ούν ότι άναιρειν μεν μοναχώς ενδε-15 χεται, κατασκευάζειν δε δίχως' άν τε γάρ καθόλου δείξωμεν ότι πάσα ηδονή άγαθόν, άν τε ότι ἐστί τις ηδονή άγαθόν, δεδειγμενον εσται τό προκείμενον. ομοίως δἐ καν δεη διαλεχθήναι ότι εστί τις ήδονή ούκ άγαθόν, εάν δείξωμεν ότι ούδεμία άγαθόν ή ότι τις ούκ άγαθόν, διειλεγμενοι εσόμεθα 20 αμφοτερως, καί καθόλου καί επί μέρους, ότι εστί τις ήδονή ούκ άγαθόν. διωρισμενης δἐ τής θεσεως ούσης, δίχως άναιρειν εσται, οϊον ει τεθείη τινι μεν ύπάρχειν ήδονή άγαθω είναι, τινι δ* ούχ ύπαρχε ιν είτε γάρ πάσα δειχθείη ήδονή άγαθόν 414
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hypothesis makes the problem universal, though it is posited in a particular form ; for he demands that the maker of a particular admission should make a universal admission, since he demands that, if an attribute belongs in a particular case, it belongs in like manner to all.
When the problem is indefinite, there is only one way of demolishing a statement, for example, if someone has said that pleasure is good or is not good, and has added nothing by way of definition. If he meant that a certain pleasure is good, it must be shown universally that no pleasure is good, if the proposition is to be destroyed. Similarly, if he meant that some particular pleasure is not good, it must be shown universally that every pleasure is good ; it is impossible to destroy the proposition in any other way. For if we sho\v that a particular pleasure is not good or is good, the proposition is not yet destroyed. It is clear, then, that there is only one method of destruction but two of construction ; for the proposition will have been demonstrated both if we show universally that all pleasure is good, and also if we show that some particular pleasure is good. Similarly, when one has to argue that a particular pleasure is not good, if we show that no pleasure is good or that a particular pleasure is not good, we shall have argued in two ways, universally and particularly, that a particular pleasure is not good. On the other hand, when the thesis is definite, it will be possible to destroy it by two methods, for example, if it be laid down that it is the attribute of some particular pleasure to be good, but not of another ; for whether it be shown that all pleasure is good or that none is good, the
(c) The effect of the definiteness and in-deflniteness of the problem on proof and disproof.
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είτε μηόεμία, άνηρημενον εσται τ 6 π ρο κείμενον. 25 el he μίαν rjhovrjv μόνην αγαθόν εθηκεν elvαι, τριχώς δέχεται άναιρεΐν’ όείζαντες γαρ οτ ι πάσ α η ότι oύhεμία τ) οτι πλείους μιά? αγαθόν, άνηρη-κότε? εσόμεθα τό προκείμενον. επϊ πλεΐον he της θεσεως ^ορισθείσης, οΐον otl η φρόνησις μόνη των αρετών επιστήμη, τετραχώς εστιν άναιρεΐν· 0€ΐχθόντος γαρ ότι πάσα αρετή επιστήμη η ότι 30 ovhεμία η οτι καί. ὔλλη τι?, οιον ἡ Σκαιοσύνη, η ότι αυτή η φρόνησις ον κ επιστήμη, άνηρημενον εσται τό πρoκeίμevov.
Χρήσιμον he και τό επιβλεπειν επι τα καθ' εκαστα, Ιν οΐς ύπαρχειν τι ή μη εΐρηται, καθάπερ εν τοΐς καθόλου προβλήμ ασιν.	ετι δ’ εν τ οΐς
35 γενεσιν επιβλεπτεον, όιαιροΰντα κατ εϊόη μέχρι των ατόμων, καθα προείρηται■ αν τε γαρ παντι φαίνηται ύπαρχον αν τε μηόενί, πολλά, προενεγ-καντι άξιωτεον καθόλου όμολογεΐν ή φέρειν εν-στασιν επί τίνος ούχ ούτως, ετι εφ* ών εστιν ή εΐόει ή αριθμώ όιορίσαι τό συμβεβηκός, σκεπτεον 120 b ει μηόεν τούτων ύπαρχε ι, οΐον ότι ό χρόνος ον κινείται ovh* ἐστι κίνησις, καταριθμησάμενον πόσα εϊόη κινήσεως' ει γαρ μηόεν τούτων ύπάρχει τω χρόνιο, δῆλον ότι ου κινείται ovh’ ἐστὶ κίνησις. 416
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proposition will have been destroyed. If, however, our opponent has stated that one pleasure alone is good, it is possible to destroy the proposition in three ways ; for if we show that all pleasure, or no pleasure, or more than one pleasure, is good, we shall have destroyed the proposition. If the thesis is still more strictly defined—for example, that prudence alone of the virtues is knowledge—four ways of destroying it are possible ; for if it has been shown that all virtue is knowledge, or that no virtue is knowledge, or that some other virtue (for example, justice) is knowledge, or that prudence itself is not knowledge, the proposition will have been destroyed.
It is useful to look at particular instances where (d) Various it has been stated that some attribute belongs or rules.61 does not belong, as in the case of universal problems.
Further, you must look within the genera, dividing them according to their species until you reach the indivisible, as has already been described.0 For whether the attribute is shown to be present in all or in none, you should, after bringing forward numerous cases, claim that your contention should be admitted universally or else an objection should be made stating in what instance it does not hold good. Further, where it is possible to define the accident either by species or by number, you must see whether none of them belongs, showing, for example, that time does not move and that it is not a form of motion, by enumerating all the different kinds of motion ; for if none of these belongs to time, it is clear that it does not move and is not a form of motion. Similarly, too, you can
α 109 b 15.
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ομοίως δε καί on ή φνχη ούκ αριθμός, διελόμενον οτι πας αριθμός η περιττός η άρτιος· ει γαρ ή 5 φνχη μήτε περιττόν μήτε άρτιον, δήλον οτι ούκ αριθμός.
Π/ῶς μιν ονν τό συμβεβηκός δι α των τοιοντων και όντως επιχειρητεον.
418
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show that the soul is not a number by distinguishing all numbers as either odd or even ; for if the soul is neither odd nor even, clearly it is not a number.
As regards accident, then, such are the means and such the methods which you should employ.
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120 b 12 Ι. Μετά δἐ ταΰτα περί των προς το γένος καί το ίδιον έπισκεπτέον. έστι δε ταΰτα στοιχεία τών προς τους ορούς’ περί αυτών δε τούτων όλιγάκις 15 αι σκέψεις γίνονται τοΐς διαλεγομένοις. αν δη τεθή γένος τινος των οντων, πρώτον μεν έπι-βλέπειν επι πάντα τα συγγενή τω λεχθέντι, ει τινος μη κατηγορεΐται, καθάπερ επι τον συμ-βεβηκότος, οΐον ει της ηδονής τάγαθδν γένος κεΐται, ει τις ηδονή μη αγαθόν’ ει γάρ τούτο, δήλον οτι ον γένος τάγαθόν τής ηδονής’ το γάρ 20 γένος κατά πάντων των υπό το αυτό είδος κατ-ηγορεΐται. εΐτα ει μη εν τω τί ἐστι κατηγορεΐται, άλλ’ ως συμβεβηκός, καθάπερ το λευκόν τής χιόνος, ή ψυχής το κινονμενον νφ* αυτόν, ούτε γάρ ή χιών όπερ λευκόν, διόπερ ον γένος τό λευκόν τής χιόνος, οϋθ’ ή ψυχή όπερ κινονμενον’ συμ-25 βέβηκε δ’ αυτή κινεΐσθαι, καθάπερ καί τω ζωω πολλάκις βαδίζειν τε καί βαδίζοντι είναι, ετι τό κινονμενον ον τί ἐστιν, άλλα τι ποιούν ή πάσχον σημαίνειν εοικεν. ομοίως δε και τό λευκόν’ ον 420
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I.	The next questions which we must examine are (B) Of those which relate to genus and property. These {book iv). are elements in questions relating to definitions, but in themselves are seldom the subject of inquiries by disputants. If, then, a genus is asserted of some- (a) The thing which exists, you must first examine all the fnSudeall1 things which are related to the subject in question and see whether it fails to be predicated of one of species as them, as was done in the case of the accident. For	is
example, when it is stated that ‘ good ’ is a genus predicated, of pleasure, you must see whether some particular pleasure is not good ; for, if so, clearly ‘ good * is not the genus of pleasure, for the genus is predicated of everything which falls under the same species.
Next, you must see whether it is predicated, not in the category of essence, but as an accident, as ‘ white ’ is predicated of * snow ’ or ‘ self-moved * of the soul.
For neither is ‘ snow ’ ‘ that which is white,’ a and therefore ‘ white ’ is not the genus of snow, nor is the ‘ soul ’ ‘ that which moves ’ ; for it is an accident that it moves, just as it is often an accident of an animal that it walks or is walking. Further, ‘ moving ’ does not seem to signify the essence of a thing but that it does something or has something done to it.
Similarly also * white * ; for it does not signify the α i.e. a species of white.
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γαρ τι εστιυ η χιών, αΛΛα ποιου τι οηλοι. ωστ ουδέτερον αυτών ἐν τω τί ἐστι κατηγορεΐται.
30 Μάλιστα δ’ ὲνι του του συμβεβηκότος ορισμόν επιβλεπειν, ει εφαρμόττει επί τό ρηθεν γένος, οίου και. τά νυν είρημενα. ενδεχεται γαρ κινεΐν τι αυτό εαυτό και μη, ομοίως δε και λευκόν είναι καί μη. ώστ’ ουδέτερον αυτών γένος άλλα συμ-βεβηκός, επειδή συμβεβηκός ελεγομεν ο ενδεχεται
35 ύπαρχειν τινι και μη.
Έτι ει μη εν τη αυτή διαιρέσει τό γένος και το είδος, άλλα τό μεν ουσία τό δἐ ποιόν, η το μεν πρός τι τό δε ποιόν, οΐον η μεν χιών και 6 κύκνος ουσία, τό δἐ λευκόν ούκ ουσία αλλά ποιον, ωστ ου γένος τό λευκόν της χιόνος ουδέ τοΰ κύκνου.
121	a πάλιν η μεν επιστήμη τών πρός τι, τό δ* άγαθόν
και τό καλόν ποιόν, ωστ ου γένος τό άγαθόν η τό καλόν της επιστήμης* τα γαρ τών προς τι γένη καί αυτά τών πρός τι δει είναι, καθάπερ επι τοΰ 5 διπλάσιου" καί γαρ τό πολλαπλάσιον, ον γένος τοΰ διπλάσιου, και αυτό τών πρός τί ἐστιν, καθόλου δ* είπεΐν, υπό την αυτήν διαίρεσιν δει το γένος τω εϊδει είναι" ει γαρ τό είδος ουσία, καί τό γένος, και ει ποιόν τό είδος, καί τό γένος ποιον τι, οιον ει τό λευκόν ποιόν τι, καί τό χρώμα, ομοίως δε καί επί τών άλλων.
10 Πάλιν ει άνάγκη η ενδεχεται τοΰ τεθεντος εν τω γενει μετεχειν τό γένος, ορος δε τοΰ μετεχειν
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essence of snow, but its possession of a certain quality. So neither ‘ white * nor ‘ moving J is predicated in the category of essence.
You should look particularly at the definition of the accident and see whether it fits the asserted genus, as, for example, in the instances just mentioned. For it is possible for a thing to be and not to be self-moved, and similarly for it to be and not to be white ; so that neither attribute is a genus but both are accidents, since we saida that an accident is something which can and also can not belong to something.
Further, you must see whether the genus and the species are not in the same division, but the one is a substance and the other a quality, or the one is a relative and the other a quality, as, for example,
‘ snow ’ and * swan * are substance, but ‘ white * is not a substance but a quality ; so that ‘ white * is not the genus of ‘ snow or of swan.’ Again,
‘ knowledge * is a relative, whereas ‘ good ’ and ‘ noble ’ are qualities, so that ‘ good ’ and ‘ noble ’ are not genera of knowledge. For the genera of relatives must themselves be relatives, as is true of ‘ double *; for ‘ multiple,’ which is the genus of ‘ double,5 is itself also a relative. To put the matter generally, the genus must fall under the same division as the species ; for, if the species is a substance, so also is the genus, and if the species is a quality, the genus also is a quality ; for example, if white is a quality, so also is colour. Similarly also with the other instances.
Again, you must see whether it is necessary or possible for the genus to partake of that which has been placed in the genus. (The definition of
423
(b) Accident is distinguished from genus by being an attribute which can belong or not belong.
(c) The genus and the species must fall in the same category.
(d) Species partake of genera, but not genera of species.
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τό επιδεχεσθαι τον του μετεχο μόνου λόγον, δῆλον ονν ότι τα. μεν εΐδη μετόχει των γενών, τα δἐ γένη των ειδών οΰ’ τό μεν γάρ είδος επιδέχεται τόν του γόνους λόγον, τό δε γόνος τον του είδους ου. 15 σκεπτεον ονν el μετόχει ή ἐνδὲνεται μετεχειν τον είδους τό άποδοθεν γόνος, οΐον ει τις του οντος ή του όνος γόνος τι άποδοίη' συμβήσεται γαρ μετεχειν τό γόνος του είδους’ κατά πάντων γαρ των όντων τό ον και τό εν κατηγορεΐται, ώστε και 6 λόγος αυτών.
20 Έτι ει κατά τινος τό άποδοθεν είδος αληθεύεται, τό δε γόνος μη, οΐον ει τό ον η τό επιστητόν του δοζαστον γόνος τεθείη. κατά γάρ του μη οντος τό δοζαστόν κατηγορηθήσεταί’ πολλά γάρ των μη όντων δοξαστά. ότι δἐ τό ον η τό επιστητόν ου κατηγορεΐται κατά του μη οντος, δήλον. ώστ 25 ου γόνος τό ον ουδέ τό επιστητόν του δοξαστον· καθ' ών γάρ τό είδος κατηγορεΐται, και τό γόνος δει κατηγορεΐσθαι.
Πάλιν ει μηδενός των ειδών ενδεχεται μετεχειν τό τεθεν εν τω γόνεί’ αδύνατον γάρ του γόνους μετεχειν μηδενός τών ειδών μετόχον, αν μη τι 30 τών κατά την πρώτην διαίρεσιν ειδών ή’ ταΰτα δε του γόνους μόνον μετόχει. αν οΰν η κίνησις γόνος της ηδονής τεθή, σκεπτεον ει μήτε φορά μήτ άλλοίωσις ή ηδονή μήτε τών λοιπών τών 424
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‘ partaking ’ is ‘ admitting the definition of that which is partaken.’) It is obvious, therefore, that the species partake of the genera, whereas the genera do not partake of the species ; for the species admits the definition of the genus, whereas the genus does not admit the definition of the species. You must, therefore, look and see whether the genus assigned partakes, or can partake of the species ; for example, if one were to assign something as the genus of ‘ being or of oneness,’ for the result will be that the genus partakes of the species, for ‘ being ’ and ‘ oneness ’ are predicated of everything which exists, and therefore so is their definition also.
Further, you must look whether there is any case (e) if the in which the species assigned is true but the genus predicated, is not true, for example, if ‘ being ’ or ‘ knowable ’ the genus ’ were given as the genus οι conjectural, ror con- predicated, jectural ’ will be predicated of that which does not exist; for many things which do not exist are subjects of conjecture. But it is obvious that ‘ being ’ and ‘ knowable ’ are not predicated of that which does not exist. And so neither ‘ being ’ nor ‘ knowable ’ is the genus of ‘ conjectural ’ ; for of things of which the species is predicated, the genus also must be predicated.
Again, you must see whether that which is placed (/) A prein the genus cannot possibly partake of any of its nofpartake species ; for it is impossible for it to partake of the pf the eenus genus it it does not partake οι any οι its species, takes of unless it is one of the species obtained at the first gp“ceiesflts division, which do partake of the genus only. If, therefore, ‘ motion ’ is laid down as the genus of pleasure, you must examine \vhether pleasure is neither locomotion nor alteration nor any of the
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άποδοθε ισών κινήσεων μηδεμία- δήλον γάρ οτ ι ούδενός αν των ειδών μετεχοι- ώστ' οόδἐ τον γἐυου?, επειδή άναγκαΐόν ἐστι τό του γἐυου? 35 μετεχον και των ειδών τινος μετεχειν- ώστ ούκ αν εΐη είδος ή ηδονή κινήσεως, ουδέ τών ατόμων ούδεν1 τών υπό το γένος2 το τής κινήσεως οντων. και γάρ τα άτομα μετεχει τον γένους και τον εΐδονς, οΐον ο τις άνθρωπος και άνθρωπον μετεχει και ζώου.
121 b Έτι εί επί πλέον λεγεται του γένους το εν τω γενει τεθεν, οΐον τό δοξαστον τον οντος- καί γάρ το ον καί το μή ον δοξαστόν, ώστ ούκ αν εΐη τό δοξαστόν είδος τον οντος- επί πλέον γάρ αει τό γένος του είδους λεγεται. πάλιν ει επ' Ίσων τό 5 είδος καί τό γένος λεγεται, οΐον ει τών πάσιν επόμενων τό μεν είδος τό δε γένος τεθείη, καθάπερ τό ον καί τό εν- παντί γάρ τό ον καί τό εν, ώστ* ουδέτερον ουδέτερον γένος, επειδή επ' ΐσων λεγεται. ομοίως δε καί ει τό πρώτον καί ή άρχή υπ'3 άλληλα τεθείη- ή τε γάρ άρχή πρώτον καί τό 10 πρώτον άρχή, ώστ' ή άμφότερα τα είρημενα ταύτόν ἐστιν ή ουδέτερον ουδέτερου γένος, στοιχείον δε προς άπαντα τα τοιαϋτα τό επί πλέον τό γένος ή τό είδος καί τήν διαφοράν λεγεσθαι- επ' ελαττον γάρ καί ή διαφορά του γένους λεγεται.
1	Reading ονδεν with Wallies for ούδε.
2	γένος W. S. Maguinness, είδος codd.
3	Reading υπ with Waitz for επ’.
a είδος, ‘ species,’ which the mss. read here, is quite contrary to the argument, which requires γένος, ‘ genus.’
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other generally assigned modes of motion ; for, then, obviously it would not partake of any of the species, and, therefore, cannot partake of the genus either, since that which partakes of the genus must necessarily partake of one of the species also. So pleasure cannot be a species of motion nor any of the individual things which fall under the genus a of motion. For the individuals also partake of the genus and of the species ; for example, the individual man partakes both of ‘ man ’ and ‘ animal.’
Further, you must see whether that which is placed in the genus lias a "wider application than the genus as, for example, ‘ an object of conjecture 5 is wider than ‘ being ’ ; for both that which is and that which is not are objects of conjecture, so that ‘ object of conjecture ’ could not be a species of ‘ being ’ ; for the genus is always applied more widely than the species. Again, you must see whether the species and its genus are applied to an equal number of things ; for example, if, of the attributes which accompany everything, one were to be put down as a species and the other as a genus, for example, ‘ being ’ and ‘ oneness ’ ; for everything possesses ‘ being ’ and ‘ oneness,’ so that neither is the genus of the other, since they are applied to an equal number of things. Similarly, too, if the ‘ first ’ and the ‘ beginning ’ were to be placed one under the other ; for the ‘ beginning ’ is ‘ first ’ and the ‘ first is a beginning,’ so that either the two terms are identical or neither is the genus of the other. In all such cases the basic principle is that the genus has a wider application than the species and its differentia ; for the differentia also has a narrower application than the genus.
(g) The genus has a wider application than the species.
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15 'Opdv he καί ει τινος των διαφόρων εΐδει μή ἐστι το ειρημενον γένος ή μη δόξειεν αν, κατα-σκευάζοντι he, ει εστι τινός. ταύτόν γάρ πάντων των διαφόρων εΐδει γένος, αν οΰν ενός δειχθή, δήλον οτι πάντων, καν ενός μη, δήλον ότι ούδενός, οΐον ει τις άτόμονς τιθέμενος γραμμας το άδι-20 αιρετόν γένος αυτών φησειεν είναι, των γαρ διαίρεσις εχουσών γραμμών ουκ εστι τό ειρημενον γένος, άδιαφόρων ουσών κατά τό είδος' αδιάφοροι γαρ άλλήλαις κατά τό είδος αι εΰθεΐαι γραμμαι πασαι.
II.	Σικοπεΐν δέ και ει τι άλλο γένος εστι του 25 αποδοθεντος είδους, ο μήτε περιεχει τό άποδοθεν γένος μήθ' υπ* εκεινό εστιν, οΐον ει τις της δικαιοσύνης την επιστήμην θείη γένος. εστι γάρ και ή αρετή γένος, καί ουδέτερον τών γενών τό λοιπόν περιεχει, ώστ ουκ αν εΐη ή επιστήμη γένος τής δικαιοσύνης· δοκεΐ γάρ, όταν εν είδος υπό δυο so γένη ή, τό ετερον υπό του ετερου περιεχεσθαι. εχει δ* απορίαν επ' ενίων τό τοιοΰτο. δοκεΐ γαρ ενίοις ή φρόνησις αρετή τε καί επιστήμη είναι, και ουδέτερον τών γενών υπ* ουδέτερου περιεχεσθαι· ου μήν υπό πάντων γε συγχωρεΐται την φρόνησιν επιστήμην είναι. ει δ' οΰν τις συγ-35 χωροίη τό λεγόμενον αληθές είναι, αλλά το γε υπ' άλληλα ή υπό ταΰτό α,μφω γίγνεσθαι τα του α ΰτοϋ γένη τών αναγκαίων δόξειεν αν είναι, καθάπερ καί επί τής αρετής καί τής επιστήμης 428
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You must also see whether the genus stated is in- (Λ) The^ applicable, or would be generally held to be inappli- thSigs not cable, to something which is not specifically different from the thing under discussion ; or, if you are argu- the same, ing constructively, whether it is applicable. For the genus of all things which are not specifically different is the same. If, therefore, it is shown to be the genus of one, obviously it is the genus also of all, and if it is shown not to be the genus of one, obviously it is not the genus of any, for example, if anyone positing * indivisible lines ’ were to assert that ‘ the indivisible ’ is their genus. For the genus stated is inapplicable to divisible lines, which in species do not differ from indivisible lines ; for all straight lines show no difference from one another in species.
II. You must also examine whether there is any (i) When other genus of the species assigned which neither fails binder3 includes the genus assigned nor falls under it, for genera,
ο	o	' the one is
example, if someone were to lay down that know- embraced
ledge is the genus of justice. For virtue is also its other.6 genus and neither of the genera includes the other, so that knowledge could not be the genus of justice ; for it is generally held that, when one species falls under two genera, the one is included in the other.
But such a principle sometimes involves a difficulty.
For, in the view of some people, prudence is both virtue and knowledge and neither of its genera is included in the other ; it is not, however, universally agreed that prudence is knowledge. If, therefore, one were to agree that this statement is true, it would nevertheless be generally held as necessary that the genera of the same thing must at least be subaltern either the one to the other or both of them to the same thing. This happens in the case
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συμβαίνει* αμφω γάρ υπό τό αυτό γένος ἐστιν* €κάτ€ρον γάρ αυτών έξις καί διά0€σίς ἐστιν. σκ€7Ττέον ουν el μηδβτ€ρον υπαρχ€ι τω άποδοθέντι
122	a yevei. el γάρ μηθ' υπ’ άλληλά ἐστι τα γένη μήθ'
υπό ταύτόν άμφω, ονκ αν e'ur) το αποδοθέν γένος.
Σικοπ€Ϊν he δεῖ «ται τό yeVo? του άποδοθέντος γένους, καί ούτως αει τό έπάνω γένος, el πάντα 5 κατηγορ€Ϊται του ειδου? και ὡ ἐν τῷ τί ἐστι κατηγορ€Ϊται· πάντα γάρ τα έπάνω γένη κατ-ηγopeΐσθaι δεῖ του εῖδου? ἐυ τω τί ἐστιν, ὡ οὐν που διαφωνεί, δήλον ότι ου γένος το άποδοθέν. πάλιν el μετὲνει τό γένος του elδους, η αυτό η των έπάνω τι γενών ουδειῶς γάρ των υποκάτω 10 τό έπάνω μeτέχeι. άνασκ€υάζοντι μέν ουν καθ-άπ€ρ eΐpητaι χρηστέον κατασ^υάζοντι δέ, όμο-λογουμένου μέν ύπάρχ€ΐν τω elhei του ρηθέντος γένους, οτι δ’ ως γένος ύπάρχ€ι άμφισβητουμένου, άποχρη το hei£αι τι των έπάνω γενών έν τω τί ἐστι του e-ίδους κατηγορούμενον, ένός γάρ έν τω τί ἐστι κατηγορουμένου, πάντα και τά έπάνω 15 τούτου και τά υποκάτω, αν περ κατηγορήται του €ιδους, έν τω τί ἐστι κατηγορηθήσ€ται· ώστε και τό άποδοθέν γένος έν τω τί ἐστι κατηγορεῖται. ότι δ* ένός έν τω τί ἐστι κατηγορουμένου πάντα τά λοιπά, αν πeρ κατηγορηται, έν τω τί ἐστι κaτηγopηθησeτaι, δι έπαγωγης ληπτέον. el δ’ 20 απλώς ύπάρχ€ιν αμφισβητείται τό άποδοθέν γένος, 430
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of virtue and knowledge, for both of them fall under the same genus, each of them being a state and a disposition. You must, therefore, examine whether neither of these things belongs to the genus assigned ; for, if the genera are subaltern neither the one to the other nor both of them to the same thing, then what was assigned could not be the real genus.
You must also examine the genus of the assigned (i) All genus and so in succession the genus next above, J^nera
and see if they are all predicated of the species and mu^ b® , . ■7.,	, r	n	f ι, predicated
predicated in the category οι essence ; tor all the of the
higher genera must be predicated of the species in th^cate? the category of essence. If, then, there is a dis- gory of crepancy anywhere, it is clear that what was assigned is not the genus. Again, you must see whether the genus itself, or one of its higher genera, partakes of the species ; for the higher genus does not partake of any of the lower. For destructive purposes, then, you must employ the above method ; for constructive purposes, if the asserted genus is admitted to belong to the species but it is a matter of dispute whether it belongs as a genus, then it is enough to show that one of its higher genera is predicated of the species in the category of essence. For, if one genus is predicated in the category of essence, all of them, both higher and lower than this one, if they are predicated of the species, will be predicated in the category of essence ; so that the genus assigned is also predicated in the category of essence. The fact that, if one genus is predicated in the category of essence, all the rest, if they are predicated, will be predicated in the category of essence, must be obtained by induction. But, if it is disputed whether the assigned genus belongs at all, it is not enough
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ονκ άπόχρη τό δεΐζαι των επάνω τι γενών iv τω τί εστι του είδους κατηγορούμενον, οΐον ει τις της βαδίσεως γένος άπεδωκε την φοράν, ούκ άπόχρη τό δεΐζαι διότι κίνησις ἐστιν η βάδισις προς τό δεΐζαι ότι φορά εστιν, επειδή καί άλλαι 25 κινήσεις είσίν, άλλα προσδεικτεον ότι ούδενός μετεχει η βάδισις των κατά την αυτήν διαίρεσιν ει μη της φοράς. άνάγκη γάρ τό του γένους μετεχον και των ειδών τινος μετεχειν τών κατά την πρώτην διαίρεσιν. ει οΰν η βάδισις μητ αύζήσεως μήτε μειώσεως μήτε τών άλλων κινήσεων μετεχει, δήλον ότι της φοράς αν μετεχοι, 30 ώστ εΐη αν γένος η φορά της βαδίσεως.
Πάλιν ἐφ’ ών τό είδος τό τεθεν ως γένος κατ-ηγορεΐται, σκοπειν ει καί τό άποδοθεν γένος εν τω τί εστιν αυτών τούτων κατηγορειται ώνπερ τό είδος, ομοίως δε και ει τα επάνω του γένους 35 πάντα, ει γάρ που διαφωνεί, δήλον ότι ου γένος τό άποδοθεν ει γάρ ήν γένος, άπαντ αν και τα επάνω τούτου και αυτό τούτο εν τω τι εστι κατ-ηγορεΐτο, ώνπερ καί τό είδος εν τω τί εστι κατηγορειται. άνασκευάζοντι μεν οΰν χρήσιμον, ει μη κατηγορειται τό γένος εν τω τί εστιν ώνπερ καί τό είδος κατηγορειται' κατασκευάζοντι δ’, ει 122 b κατηγορειται εν τω τί εστι, χρήσιμον, συμβήσεται γάρ τό γένος καί τό είδος του αΰτοΰ εν τω τί εστι 432
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to show that one of the higher genera is predicated in the category of essence. For example, if someone has assigned ‘ impulsion ’ as the genus of ‘ walking,’ it is not enough to show that walldng is * motion ’ in order to show that it is ‘ impulsion,’ since there are other forms of motion also ; but it must be further shown that walking partakes of none of the other forces of motion which result from the same division except * impulsion.’ For that which partakes of the genus must necessarily also partake of one of the species resulting from the first division of it. If, therefore, walking partakes neither of increase or decrease nor of any of the other kinds of motion, obviously it would partake of impulsion, so that impulsion would be the genus of walking.
Again, in cases where the species asserted is (k) The predicated as genus, you must look and see whether prSated that which is assigned as genus is also predicated in ry of the category of essence of the very things of which essence of the species is predicated, and likewise, whether the of which1083 same is also true of all the genera higher than this the species genus. For, if there is any discrepancy anywhere, cated. obviously what has been assigned is not the genus ; for, if it were genus, all the genera higher than it and this genus itself would be predicated in the category of essence of all those things of which the species also is predicated in the category of essence.
For destructive criticism, then, it is useful to see whether the genus is not predicated in the category of essence of those things of which the species is also ( predicated. For constructive purposes, on the other hand, it is useful to see whether it is predicated in the category of essence ; for then the result will be that the genus and the species are predicated of the
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κατηγορεΐσθαι, ὧστε τό αύτ6 υπό όνο γένη γίνεται. άναγκαΐον οΰν υπ' άλληλα τα γένη είναι, αν οΰν 5 Setχθη, ο βουλόμεθα γένος κατασκευάσαι, μη ον υπό τό βΐ8ος, δήλον οτ ι τό είδος υπό τοϋτ' αν εϊη, ώστε δεδειγμένον αν εϊη ότι γένος τούτο.
Σκοπεΐν καί τούς λόγους των γενών, εΐ εφαρ-μόττουσιν επί τε τό άποδοθέν είδος καί τα μετ-έχοντα του είδους, ανάγκη γάρ τούς των γενών ίο λόγους κατηγορεΐσθαι του είδους καί τών μετ-εχόντων του είδους· ει ουν που διαφωνεί, δῆλον ότι ου γένος τό άποδοθέν.
Πάλιν ει την διαφοράν ως γένος άπέδωκεν, οΐον ει τό άθάνατον γένος θεού, διαφορά γάρ εστι ζώου τό άθάνατον, επειδή τών ζώων τά μεν θνητά 15 τα δ’ άθάνατα. δηλον οΰν ότι διημάρτηταί' ού-δενός γάρ ή διαφορά γένος έστίν. ότι δε τοϋτ άληθές, δηλον ούδεμία γάρ διαφορά σημαίνει τί ἐστιν, άλλα μάλλον ποιόν τι, καθάπερ τό πεζόν και τό δίπουν.
Και ει την διαφοράν εις τό γένος εθηκεν, οΐον τό περιττόν οπερ άριθμόν. διαφορά γάρ άριθμοΰ 20 τό περιττόν, ου κ είδος ἐστιν, ουδέ δοκεΐ μετέχειν η διαφορά του γένους· παν γάρ τό μετέχον του γένους η είδος η άτομόν ἐστιν, η δἐ διαφορά ούτε είδος ούτε άτομόν ἐστιν, δηλον οΰν ότι ου μετέχει 434
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same thing in the category of essence, so that the same object falls under two genera ; the genera, therefore, must necessarily fall one under the other, and so, if it has been shown that what we wish to establish as a genus does not fall under the species, it is obvious that the species would fall under it, so that it would have been shown that it is the genus.
You must also examine the definitions of the (J^The degenera to see if they fit both the species assigned thegenera and the things which partake of the species. For {^species the definitions of the genera must also be predicated and the of the species and of the things which partake of par. the species. If, therefore, there is a discrepancy teke of ft· anywhere, it is obvious that what has been assigned is not the genus.
Again, you must see whether your opponent has assigned the differentia as the genus, for example, must not be ‘ immortal * as the genus of ‘ God.’ For ‘ immortal * g^Sed as is a differentia of ‘ living creature ’ ; for some living creatures are mortal and some immortal. It is, therefore, obvious that an error has been committed ; for the differentia is never the genus of anything.
This is clearly true ; for no differentia indicates the essence, but rather some quality, such as ‘ pedestrian ’ and ‘ biped.’
Also, you must see whether he has put the («) The differentia inside the genus, for example, whether muatnoAe he has given ‘ odd as a number/ for ‘ odd * is a the differentia of number, not a species. Nor is the genus, differentia generally held to partake of the genus ; for everything which partakes of the genus is either a species or an individual, but the differentia is neither a species nor an individual. It is obvious, therefore, that the differentia does not partake of
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τ ον γίνου ς ή διαφορά, ώστ ουδέ το περιττόν είδος αν είη άλλα διαφορά, επειδή ον μετεχει τον γένους.
25 Ἕτι εΐ τδ γένος εις τδ είδος εθηκεν, οιον τήν άφιν οπερ συνοχήν ή τήν μίξιν οπερ κράσιν, ή ως ΠλάταῬ ορίζεται φοράν τήν κατά τόπον κίνη-σιν. ον γάρ άναγκαΐον τήν άφιν συνοχήν είναι, α.λλ’ άνάπαλιν τήν συνοχήν άφιν ου γάρ παν το 30 άπτόμενον συνέχεται, αλλά το συνεχόμενον άπ-τεται. ομοίως δε και επί των λοιπών ούτε γάρ ή μίξις άπασα κράσις (ή γάρ των ξηρών μίξις ονκ εστι κράσις) οΰθ’ ή κατά τόπον μεταβολή πάσα φορά’ ή γάρ βάδισις ου δοκεΐ φορά είναι· σχεδόν γάρ ή φορά επι τών άκουσίως τόπον εκ τόπου 35 μεταβαλλόντων λεγεται, καθάπερ επι τών άφνχων συμβαίνει, δήλον δ’ ότι και επι πλέον λεγεται τό είδος τοΰ γένους εν τοΐς άποδοθεΐσι, δέον άνάπαλιν γίνεσθαι.
Πάλιν εϊ τήν διαφοράν εις τό είδος εθηκεν, οιον τό άθάνατον οπερ θεόν. συμβήσεται γάρ [επ’ ίσης ἡ]1 επι πλεΐον τό είδος λεγεσθαι■ άει γάρ ή
123	a δι αφορά επ’ ίσης ή ίπι πλεΐον τοΰ είδους λεγεται.
ετι ει τό γένος εις τήν διαφοράν, οιον τό χρώμα οπερ συγκριτικόν ή τον άριθμόν οπερ περιττόν. και ει τό γένος ως διαφοράν εΐπεν εγχωρεΐ γάρ
1 Omitting «τ’ ίσης η with Strache.
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the genus ; so that ‘ odd ’ too cannot be a species but must be a differentia, since it does not partake of the genus.
Further, you must see whether your opponent has (o) The placed the genus inside the species, taking, for not'be™1131 example, ‘ contact ’ as ‘ conjunction ’ or ‘ mixture * PVj^ed the as ‘ fusion,’ or, according to Plato’s definition,® species.
‘ locomotion ’ as ‘ impulsion.’ For ‘ contact ’ is not necessarily ‘ conjunction,’ but the converse is true namely, that ‘ conjunction ’ is ‘ contact ’ ; for what is in contact is not always conjoined, but that which is conjoined is always in contact. Similarly also with the other instances ; for ‘ mixture ’ is not always ‘ fusion ’ (for the mixture of dry substances is not fusion) nor is ‘ locomotion * always ‘ impulsion.’
For walking is not generally held to be ‘ impulsion ’ ; for ‘ impulsion * is generally used of objects which change their position involuntarily, as happens to inanimate things. It is obvious, also, that the species is used in a wider sense than the genus in the above examples, whereas the converse ought to be true.
Again, you must see whether he has placed the (p) The differentia within the species, for example, if he has must not be taken ‘ immortal ’ as what ‘ God ’ is. For this will result in the species being used in a greater number species nor of cases ; for it is the differentia which is always used withlnthe in an equal number of cases or in a greater number differentia, of cases than the species. Again, you must see whether he has put the genus within the differentia ; for example, if he has taken ‘ colour * as that which is ‘ compressive ’ b or ‘ number ’ as ‘ odd.’ You must also see if he has stated the genus as the differentia ; for it is possible to produce a thesis of this kind also,
α Theaet. 181 d 5.	b CL 107 b 30 and note.
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τινα καί τοιαυτην κομίσα ι θεσιν, οϊον κράσεως την 5 μίξιν διαφοράν ή φοράς την κατά τόπον μεταβολήν, σκεπτεον δε πάντα τα τοιαυτα διά των αυτών· επικοινωνοΰσι γάρ οί τόποι* em πλέον τε γάρ τό γόνος της διαφοράς δεῖ λεγεσθαι, καί μη μετεχειν της διαφοράς.	ουτω δ” άποδοθ εντός ουδέτερον
των είρη μόνων δυνατόν συμβαίνειν επ* ελαττόν 10 τε γ<ζρ ρηθησεται, και μεθεξει τό γόνος της διαφοράς.
Πάλιν ει μηδεμία διαφορά κατηγορεΐται των τον γόνους κατά του άποδοθόντος είδους, οῦδέ τό γόνος κατηγορηθήσεται, οΐον ψυχής ούτε τό περιττόν ούτε τό άρτιον κατηγορεΐται, ώστ ούδ* αριθμός. ετι ει πρότερον φύσει τό είδος και 15 συναναιρεΐ τό γόνος* δοκεΐ γάρ τό εναντίον, ετι ει ενδεχεται άπολιπεΐν τό ειρημενον γόνος η την διαφοράν, οΐον ψυχήν τό κινεΐσθαι η δόξαν τό αληθές καί ψευδός, ούκ αν εϊη των είρημενων ουδέτερον γόνος ουδέ διαφορά· δοκεΐ γάρ τό γόνος καί η διαφορά παρακολουθεΐν, εως αν η τό είδος. 20 III. Έκοπεΐν δε καί ει τό εν τω γενει κείμενον μετεχει τινός εναντίου τω γενει η ει ενδεχεται μετεχειν τό γάρ αυτό των εναντίων άμα μεθεξει, επειδή τό μεν γόνος ούδεποτ απολείπει, μετεχει δε καί τουναντίον η ενδεχεται μετεχειν. ετι ει τινος κοινωνεΐ τό είδος, ο αδύνατον ολως υπάρχειν 25 τοΐς υπό τό γόνος. οΐον ει ή ψυχή της ζωής
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for example, making * mixture * the differentia of ‘ fusion ’ or ‘ locomotion ’ of ‘ impulsion.’ All such cases must be examined by the same methods (for the commonplaces are inter-related) ; for the genus must both be used in a \vider sense than its differentia and not partake of its differentia. But, if the genus is assigned as differentia, neither of the above conditions can occur ; for the genus will be used in a narrower sense and will partake of the differentia.
Again, if no differentia belonging to the genus is (q) if no predicated of the species assigned, neither will the oft^egenus genus be predicated of it; for example, neither jfa^e<^f*the ‘ odd ’ nor ‘ even ’ is predicated of ‘ soul,’ and so species, the ‘ number ’ is not predicated of it either. Further, ^^can* you must see whether the species is prior by nature predicated and destroys the genus along with itself® ; for the contrary view is generally held. Further, if it is genus is possible for the genus stated or its differentia to be	the
separated from the species, for example, ‘ motion ’ ^ The from the ‘ soul ’ or ‘ truth and falsehood ’ from jgnJfff|nd ‘ opinion,’ then neither of the said terms would be rentia ac-the genus or its differentia ; for it is generally held ^spedeg that the genus and its differentia attend the species as long as it exists.
III.	You must also see whether what is placed in (t) what is the genus partakes, or could possibly partake, of j^aCg|Jn^3 something contrary to the genus ; for then the same cannot par-tiling will partake of contraries at the same time, anything since the genus never leaves it, and it also partakes, or can possibly partake, of its contrary. Further, you must see whether the species participates in anything which cannot by any possibility belong to anything which falls under the genus. For example, if the soul participates in life, and it is impossible
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κοιυωυεῖ, των δ’ αριθμών μηδένα δυνατόν ζην, ούκ αν €ΐη elδος αριθμού ή φυχή.
HiKerrreov δἐ και el ομώνυμον τό elSos τω γέν€ΐ, στοιχ€ΐοις χpώμevov τοΐς elpημέvoις προς το ομώνυμον συνώνυμον γαρ τό γένος και τό €ιδος.
30 Έπει δέ παντός γένους €ιδη πλeίω, σκοπ€Ϊν el μη ένδέχ€ται eTepov elδος elvai του elpημέvoυ γ€νους■ el γαρ μη ἐστι, δηλον οτ ι ούκ αν €ΐη ὁλω? γένος τό €ΐρημένον.
Σκοπεῖυ δέ και el τό μ€ταφορα λeγόμevov ώς γένος άποδέδωκ€ν, οιον την σωφροσύνην συμφω-35 νίαν παν γαρ γένος κυρίως κατά των ειδών κατη-yopeirαι, η δε συμφωνία κατά της σωφροσύνης ου κυρίως άλλα, μeτaφopa' πάσα γαρ συμφωνία έν φθόγγοις.
123 b ’Έτι αν η έναντίον τι τω εὶδει, σκoπeΐv. έστι δέ πλeovαχώς η σκέφις, πρώτον μέν el έν τῷ αύτώ γένει και τό ένα ντίον, μη οντος έναντίου τω γέν€ΐ· δεῖ γα,ρ τα έναντία έν τω αύτώ γέν€ΐ elvai, j αν μηδέν έναντ ιον τω γένβι η. ο ντο S' δ* έναντίου τω γέν€ΐ, σκoπeΐv el τό έναντ ιον έν τω έναντ ίω · . αναγκη γα,ρ τό έναντίον έν τω έναντίω elvai, άνπ€ρ η έναντίον τι τω γέν€ΐ. φανερόν δέ τούτων €καστον δι α της έπαγωγης. πάλιν el όλως έν μηδβνι γέν€ΐ τό τω ei0ei έναντίον, άλλ’ αύτό γένος,
10 olov τάγαθόν' el γαρ τούτο μη έν γέν€ΐ, ούδέ τό εναντίον τούτου έν yevei εσται, ἀλλ’ αύτό γένος,
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for any number to live, the soul could not be a species of number.
You must also see whether the species is used («) The equivocally of the genus, employing the principles mustfnot already laid down for dealing with the equivocate a ; £q^vocally for the genus and the species are synonymous.	of the
Since of every genus there are always severalgenus· species, you must see whether it is impossible for canm>texist there to be another species of the genus stated ; of <®iy one for if there is none, it is obvious that what has been stated could not be a genus at all.
You must also see whether your opponent has (w) The use assigned as a genus a term used metaphorically, phJSSi" speaking, for example, of ‘ temperance as a har- language is mony ; tor every genus is predicated of its species in its proper sense, but ‘ harmony ’ is predicated of temperance not in its proper sense but metaphorically ; for a harmony consists always of sounds.
Further, you must examine any contrary that Rules drawn there may be of the species. This examination {JTcon-may take several forms, the first being to see whether traries. the contrary also exists in the same genus, the genus itself having no contrary ; for contraries must of necessity be in the same genus, if there is no contrary to the genus. If, however, there is a contrary to the genus, you must see whether the contrary of the species is in the contrary genus ; for the contrary species must necessarily be in the contrary genus if the genus has a contrary. Each of these points is made clear by induction. Again, you must see whether the contrary of the species is not found in any genus at all, but is itself a genus, for example,
‘ good ’ ; for if this is not found in any j»-enus, neither will its contrary be found in any genus, but Mill itself
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καθάπερ επί του αγαθού καί του κακού συμβαίνει* ουδέτερον γάρ τούτων iv γενει, άλλ* εκάτερον αυτών γένος. ετι ει εναντίον τινι καί το yeVo? και το είδος, καί των μεν εστι τι μεταξύ, των δε 15 μη. ει γάρ των γενών εστι τι μεταξύ, και τών ειδών, και ει τών ειδών, και τών γενών, καθάπερ επ' αρετής και κακίας και δικαιοσύνης και άδικίας' εκατερων γάρ εστι τι μεταξύ. ενστασις τούτου οτι ύγιείας και νόσου ούδεν μεταξύ, κακού δε και αγαθού, η ει εστι μεν τι άμφοΐν άνά μέσον, και τών ειδών και τών γενών, μη ομοίως δε, αλλά 20 τών μεν κατά άπόφασιν τών δ' ως υποκείμενον, ένδοξον γάρ το ομοίως άμφοΐν, καθάπερ επ* αρετής και κακίας και δικαιοσύνης και αδικίας· άμφοΐν γάρ κατά άπόφασιν τά άνά μέσον, ετι όταν μη η εναντίον τω γ εν ει, σκοπεΐν μη μόνον ει το εναν-25 τ ιον εν τω αὐτῷ γενει, άλλά και το άνά μέσον εν ω γάρ τά άκρα, και τά άνά μέσον, οΐον επί λευκού και μελανός· τό γάρ χρώμα γένος τούτων τε και τών άνά μέσον χρωμάτων απάντων, ενστασις οτι η μεν ενδεια και υπερβολή εν τω αύτώ γενει (εν τω κακώ γάρ άμφω), το δἐ μετριον άνά μέσον ον 30 τούτων ούκ εν τω κακώ άλλ* εν τω άγαθώ. σκοπεΐν δε και ει το μεν γένος εναντίον τινι, το δἐ 442
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be a genus, as happens with ‘ good ’ and ‘ evil ’ ; for neither of them is found in a genus, but each of them is a genus. Further, you must see whether both genus and species are contrary to something, and whether there is an intermediate between one pair of contraries but not between the other. For, if there is an intermediate between the genera, there will also be one between the species, and, if between the species, likewise also between the genera, as in the case of virtue and vice and justice and injustice ; for each pair has an intermediate. (It may be objected here that there is no intermediate between health and disease as there is between evil and good.) Or, again, you must see whether, though there is an intermediate between both pairs, that is, between the species and between the genera, yet not in a similar way, but in one case negatively and in the others as a subject. For it is generally held that the intermediate is of a similar kind in both cases, as happens with virtue and vice, and justice and injustice ; for between both of these pairs the intermediates are purely negative. Further, when there is no contrary to the genus, you must see not only whether the contrary is in the same genus, but whether the intermediate is so also ; for the intermediates are in the same genus as the extremes, in the case, for example, of black and white, for colour is the genus of both of these and of all the intermediate colours. (It may be objected that ‘ defect ’ and ‘ excess ’ are in the same genus—for both are in the genus of ‘ evil ’—whereas ‘ what is moderate,’ which is intermediate between them, is not in the genus of ‘ evil,’ but in that of ‘ good.’) You must also see whether, whereas the genus is contrary to
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είδος μηδέν ϊ. el γάρ τ6 γένος εναντίον τινι, καί το είδος, καθάπερ αρετή κακία καί δικαιοσύνη αδικία, ομοίως δἐ και επί των άλλων σκοποΰντι φανερόν αν δόξειεν είναι το τοιοΰτον. ενστασις 35 επί της ύγιείας και νόσον· απλώς μεν γάρ πάσα νγίεια νόσω εναντίον, η δε τις νόσος είδος ον νόσον ούδενί εναντίον, οΐον ο πνρετός και η οφθαλμία και των άλλων έκαστον.
124	a 9 Αναιροΰντι μεν ονν τοσανταχώς επισκεπτέον ει γάρ μη υπάρχει τα είρημένα, δηλον οτι ον γένος το άποδοθέν κατασκενάζοντι δἐ τριχώς, πρώτον μεν ει τό εναντίον τω εΐδει εν τω είρημένω γένει, 5 μη οντος εναντίον τω γένει' ει γάρ τό εναντίον εν τοντω, δηλον ότι και τό προκείμενον. έτι ει το άνά μέσον εν τω είρημένω γένει· εν ω γάρ τό ανα μέσον, και τα άκρα, πάλιν αν η εναντίον τι τω γενει, σκοπεΐν ει και τό εναντίον εν τω εναντία)' αν γάρ η, δηλον ότι καί τό προκείμενον εν τω προκειμένω.
ίο Πάλιν επί τών πτώσεων καί επί τών συστοίχων, ει ομοίως άκολονθοΰσι, καί άναιροΰντι καί κατα-σκεναζοντι. αμα γάρ ένί καί πόσιν υπάρχει η ουχ υπάρχει, οΐον ει η δικαιοσύνη επιστήμη τις, 444
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something, the species is not contrary to anything ; for, if the genus is contrary to something, so also is the species, as virtue is the contrary of vice, and justice of injustice. Similarly, if one examines the other cases also, such a view would appear evident. (There is an objection with regard to health and disease ; for health, generally speaking, is always contrary to disease, yet a particular disease, which is a species of disease, for example, a fever or ophthalmia or any other specific disease, is not the contrary of anything.)
Such then are the various inquiries which should be made when one is seeking to demolish an opinion ; for, if the conditions mentioned above are not present, it is clear that what has been assigned is not the genus. For constructive argument, on the other hand, there are three methods of procedure. Firstly, you must see whether the contrary of the species is found in the genus named when there is no contrary to the genus ; for, if the contrary is found in it, obviously the proposed species is also found there. Further, you must see whether the intermediate is found in the genus named ; for the extremes are found in the same genus as the intermediates. Again, if there is a contrary to the genus, you must see whether the contrary species is also found in the contrary genus ; for, if it is, clearly the proposed species is also found in the proposed genus.
Again, you must take the inflexions and the coordinates and see if they follow similarly, both in destructive and constructive argument. For Avhat-ever belongs or does not belong to one, at the same time belongs or does not belong to all ; for example, if justice is a kind of knowledge, then also, ‘ justly ’
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(b) Inflexions and coordinates.
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καί τό δικαίως επιστημόνως καί 6 δίκαιος επιστήμων el δἐ τούτων τι μή, ουδέ των λοιπών ούδεν. 15 IV. Πάλιν επί των ομοίως εχόντων προς άλληλα, οΐον τδ ήδύ ομοίως εχει προς την ηδονήν και τδ ωφέλιμον προς τάγαθόν εκάτερον γάρ εκατερου ποιητικόν. ει οΰν ἐστιν ή ηδονή οπερ αγαθόν, και τό ήδύ δπερ ωφέλιμον εσται · δήλον γάρ ότι 20 άγαθοΰ αν εΐη ποιητικόν, επειδή ή ήδονή αγαθόν, ωσαύτως δἐ και επί των γενεσεων και φθορών, οΐον ει τό οίκοδομειν ενεργεΐν, τό ωκοδομηκεναι ενηργηκεναι, και ει τό μανθάνειν άναμιμνήσκεσθαι} και τό μεμαθηκεναι άναμεμνήσθαι, και ει τό διαλύεσθαι φθείρεσθαι, τό διαλελύσθαι εφθάρθαι 25 καί ή διάλνσις φθορά τις. καί επί τῶν γενητικών δε καί φθαρτικών ωσαύτως, καί επί τών δυνάμεων καί χρήσεων, καί όλως καθ' όποιανοΰν ομοιότητα καί άναιροΰντι καί κατασκευάζοντι σκεπτεον, καθάπερ επί τής γενεσεως καί φθοράς ελεγομεν. ει γάρ τό φθαρτικόν διαλυτικόν, καί τό φθείρεσθ αι διαλύεσθαι- καί ει τό γενητικόν 30 ποιητικόν, τό γίνεσθαι ποιεΐσθαι καί ή γενεσις ποίησις. ομοίως δε καί επί τών δυνάμεων καί χρήσεων ει γάρ ή δύναμις διάθεσις, καί τό δύ-νασθαι διακεΐσθαι, καί ει τινος ή χρήσις ενεργεια, τό χρήσθαι ενεργεΐν καί τό κεχρήσθαι ενηργηκεναι. 35 "Αυ δἐ στέρησις ή τό άντικείμενον τω εΐδει, διχώς εστιν άνελεΐν, πρώτον μεν ει εν τώ άπο-446
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is ‘ knowingly,’ and ‘ the just man * is ‘ the man of knowledge ’ ; but if one of these things is not true, none of the rest is true either.
IV.	Again, you must take things which stand in (c) Simi-a similar relation to one another. For example, the relation^ pleasant stands in the same relation to pleasure as the beneficial to the good ; for in each case the one is productive of the other. If, therefore, pleasure is what is good, then the pleasant will be what is beneficial; for it is clear that it would be productive of good, since pleasure is a good. So likeAvise with (d) Genera-the processes of generation and destruction ; if, for destruction, example, to build is to be active, to have built is to have been active, and, if to learn is to remember, to have learnt is to have remembered, and, if to be dissolved is to be destroyed, to have been dissolved is to have been destroyed, and dissolution is a kind of destruction. You must deal in the same way with the agents of generation and destruction and λυτΛ the capacities and uses of things, and, in short, both (?) Capaci-in destructive and constructive argument, you must ofd make your examination in the light of any possible things, likeness, as we stated in dealing with generation and destruction. For, if what is destructive is dissolvent, then to be destroyed is to be dissolved ; and if what is generative is productive, then to be generated is to be produced, and generation is production. So, also, with capacities and uses ; if capacity is a disposition, then to be capable of something is to be disposed to it, and, if the use of something is an activity, then to use is to be active, and to have used is to have been active.
If the opposite of the species is a privation, we can φ Opposi-demolish an argument in two ways, firstly, by seeing tweenetatea
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δοθεντι γένει τό άντικείμενον' η γάρ απλώς iv ούδενί γενει τω αντώ η στέρησις, η ούκ iv τω εσγάτω, οΐον ει η οφις iv εσγάτω γενει τη αίσθη-σει, ή τ νφλότης ον κ εσται αίσθησις. δεύτερον 124 b δ εί καί τω γενει καί τω εϊδει άντίκειται στέρησις, μη ἐστι δἐ τό άντικείμενον εν τω άντικειμενω, ούδ’ αν τδ άποδοθεν εν τω άποδοθεντι εΐη. άν-αιροΰντι μεν ονν καθάπερ εΐρηται χρηστεον, κατα-σκενάζοντι δε μοναχώς· ει γάρ τδ άντι κείμενον 5 iv τω άντικειμενω, και τδ προκείμενον εν τω π ρο κε ιμενω αν εΐη, οΐον ει ή τυφλότης αναισθησία τις, ή οφις αίσθησις τις.
Πάλιν επι των αποφάσεων σκοπεΐν άνάπαλιν, καθάπερ επί του συμβεβηκότος ελεγετο, οΐον εί τδ ηδύ οπερ αγαθόν, τδ μη άγαθδν ονχ ηδύ. ει 10 γάρ μη ούτως εχοι, εΐη αν τι και ούκ άγαθδν ηδύ. αδύνατον δε, εΐπερ τδ άγαθδν γένος του ηδεος, εΐναί τι μη άγαθδν ηδύ· ών γάρ τδ γένος μη κατ-ηγορεΐται, οι)δἐ των ειδών ούδεν. και κατασκευά-ζοντι δε ωσαύτως σκεπτεον ει γάρ τδ μη άγαθδν ούχ ηδύ, τδ ηδύ αγαθόν, ώστε γένος τδ άγαθδν του ηδεος.
15 Έάν δ’ η πρός τι τδ είδος, σκοπεΐν ει και τδ γένος πρός τι* ει γάρ τδ είδος τών πρός τι, καί τδ γένος, καθάπερ επί του διπλάσιου καί πολλαπλασίου· εκάτερον γάρ τών πρός τι. ει δἐ τδ
° 113 b 15 if.
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whether the opposite is found in the genus assigned ; and their for either the privation is not found anywhere at all Pnvations· in the same genus or not in the ultimate genus ; for example, if sight is found in sensation as the ultimate genus, blindness will not be a sensation. Secondly, if a privation is opposed both to the genus and to the species, but the opposite of the species is not found in the opposite of the genus, then neither can the species assigned be in the genus assigned. For destructive criticism, then, you should use the above two methods ; but for constructive argument there is only one method. If the opposite species is found in the opposite genus, then the proposed species would be found in the proposed genus ; for example, if blindness is a kind of insensibility, then sight is a kind of sensation.
Again, you must take the negations and examine (g) Contra-them, reversing the order of the terms, as was positions.13* described in dealing with the accident ° ; for example, if the pleasant is what is good, what is not good is not pleasant, for otherwise something not good would also be pleasant. Now it is impossible, if good is the genus of pleasant, that anything not good would be pleasant; for, where the genus is not predicated, neither can any of the species be predicated. For constructive argument a similar examination must be made ; for, if what is not good is not pleasant, the pleasant is good, and so ‘ good ’ is the genus of ‘ pleasant.’
If the species is a relative term, you must see (A) Relative whether the genus is also a relative term ; for, if t&na?1* the species is a relative term, so also is the genus, for example, ‘ double ’ and ‘ multiple ’ ; for each is a relative term. If, however, the genus is a rela-
m
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γένος των ττ ρος τι, ου κ ανάγκη καί το βΐδος- η μὲν γάρ επυστήμη των πρός τι, ή δε γραμματική 20 ον. ή ουδέ τδ πρότερον ρηθέν αληθές αν δόξειεν' ή γάρ αρετή όπερ καλόν καί οπερ αγαθόν, καί ή μεν αρετή των πρός τι, τό δ' αγαθόν καί τό καλόν ου των πρός τι άλλα ποια.
Πάλιν ει μή πρός ταυτό λέγεται τό είδος καθ' αυτό τε και κατά τό γένος, οΐον ει τό διπλάσιον 25 ήμίσεος λέγεται διπλάσι ον, και τό πολλαπλάσιον ήμίσεος δει λέγεσθαι. ει δε μή, ούκ αν εΐη τό πολλαπλάσιον γένος του διπλάσιου.
Έτι ει μή πρός ταυτό κατά τε τό γένος λέγεται καί κατά πάντα τα του γένους γένη, ει γάρ τό 30 διπλάσι ον ήμίσεος πολλαπλάσιόν ἐστι, καί τό ύπερέχον ήμίσεος ρηθήσεται, καί απλώς κατά πάντα τά επάνω γένη πρός τό ήμισυ ρηθήσεται. ενστασις ότι ούκ άνάγκη καθ' αυτό καί κατά τό γένος πρός ταυτό λέγεσθαι' ή γάρ επιστήμη επιστητού λέγεται, έξις δε καί διάθεσις ούκ επιστητού άλλά ψυχής.
35 Πάλιν ει ωσαύτως λέγεται τό γένος καί τό είδος κατά τάς πτώσεις, οΐον ει τινι ή τινός ή όσαχώς άλλως, ως γάρ τό είδος, καί τό γένος, καθάπερ επί του διπλάσιου καί των επάνω· τινός γάρ καί 450
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tive term, it does not necessarily follow that the species is so also ; for ‘ knowledge ’ is a relative term, but ‘ grammar ’ is not. Or, possibly, it might be held that not even the first assertion is true ; for ‘ virtue ’ is something ‘ honourable ’ and something ‘ good,’ and yet, though ‘ virtue ’ is a relative term,
‘ good ’ and ‘ honourable * are not relative terms but qualities.
Again, you must see whether the species is not being used in the same relation both per se and in respect of the genus. For example, if ‘ double * is used in the sense of double of a half, then also ‘ multiple ’ ought to be used in the sense of multiple of a half; otherwise ‘ multiple * would not be the genus of ‘ double.’
Again, you must see whether the species is not being used in the same relation in respect of the genus and in respect of all the genera of the genus. For if the double is a multiple of the half, that which is ‘ in excess of ’ will also be used of the half, and in general it will be used in respect of all the higher genera in relation to the half. (An objection may be raised that a term is not necessarily referred to the same thing when it is used per se and when it is used in respect of the genus ; for ‘ knowledge * is said to be of the ‘ knowable,’ but is a ‘ state * or ‘ disposition * not of the ‘ knowable * but of the ‘ soul ’).
Again, you must see whether the genus and (i species are used in the same manner in respect of the inflexions which follow them, for example, as pertaining ‘ to ’ something, or predicated as being ‘ of * something, or in the other possible ways. For, as the species is predicated, so also is the genus, as, for example, in the case of the double and its higher
451
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το διπλάσιου καί. τό πολλαπλασίου. ομοίως δε
125	a καί επί της επιστήμης' τινος γάρ και αυτή καί
τα γένη, οιον ή τε διάθεσις καί ή έξις, ενστασις οτι ενιαχού ούχ ούτως' το μεν γάρ διάφορον καί το εναντίον τινι, το 8’ ετερον, γένος ον τούτων, ου τινι άλλα τινός' ετερον γάρ τινος λεγεται.
5 Πάλιν ει ομοίως τα πρός τι κατά τάς πτώσεις λεγάμενα μη ομοίως αντιστρέφει, καθάπερ επί του διπλάσιου καί του πολλαπλασίου, εκάτερον γάρ τούτων τινός καί αυτό καί κατά την αντιστροφήν λεγεται' τινός γάρ καί τό ήμισυ και το πολλοστημόριου, ωσαύτως δε καί επι τής επι-ιο στήμης καί τής ύπολήφεως' αΰται γαρ τινος, καί αντιστρέφει ομοίως τό τε επιστητόν και το ύποληπτόν τινι. ει οΰν επί τινων μη ομοίως αντιστρέφει, δήλον οτι ου γένος θατερον θατερου.
Πάλιν ει μή πρός ίσα τό είδος και το γένος 15 λεγεται. ομοίως γάρ καί ίσαχώς εκάτερον δοκεΐ λεγεσθαι, καθάπερ επί τής δωρεάς καί τής δοσεως. ή τε γάρ δωρεά τινός ή τινι λεγεται, και η δοσις τινός καί τινι. εστι δε ή δόσις γένος τής δωρεάς' ή γάρ δωρεά δόσις εστίν άναπόδοτος. επ ενιων δ’ ου συμβαίνει πρός ίσα λεγεσθαι' το μεν γαρ 452
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genera ; for both the double and the multiple are predicated ‘ of ’ something. Similarly, too, in the case of ‘ knowledge ’ ; for both ‘ knowledge ’ itself and its genera, for example, ‘ disposition ’ and ‘ state,’ are said to be ‘ of ’ something. It may be objected that sometimes this is not true ; for we say ‘ alien to ’ and ‘ contrary tobut when we use ‘ different,’ which is a genus of these terms, we add ‘fromnot ‘ to ’ ; for we say ‘ different from.’
Again, you must see whether terms which are used in the same manner in respect of the inflexions which follow them do not take the same cases when they are converted, as is the case with ‘ double ’ and ‘ multiple ’ ; for each of these is said to be ‘ of* something both in its original and in its converted form ; for one thing is both ‘ a half of ’ and ‘ a fraction of ’ something else. Likewise with ‘ knowledge ’ and ‘ conception ’ ; for these are followed by the genitive, and in the converted form ‘ knowable ’ and ‘ conceivable ’ are both alike followed by the dative. If, therefore, in any instance the converted forms do not take the same case, clearly the one is not the genus of the other.
Again, you must see whether the relative applica- (j) Equality tion of the species and of the genus extends to an 3 specie? equal number of things ; for it is generally held that and genus, the relative application of each is similar and coextensive as in the case of ‘ gift ’ and ‘ giving.’
For we speak of a gift of something or to someone, and of a giving of something and to someone ; and ‘ giving ’ is the genus of ‘ gift,’ for a ‘ gift ’ is a ‘ giving which needs no giving in return.’ But sometimes the relative applications do not extend to an equal number of things ; for double is double of
453
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20 διπλάσιου τινος διπλάσιου, τό δ* ύπερέχον καί το μεῖζον τινὺς καί τινι' παν γαρ το ύπερέχον και το μεΐζον τινι υπερέχει και τινος υπερέχει, ωστ ου γένη τα είρημένα του διπλάσιου, επειδή ου προς ϊσα τω εΐδει λέγεται, η ου καθόλου αληθές το προς ΐσα το είδος και το γένος λέγεσθαι.
25 Όρόίν δε και ει του αντικειμένου το άντικείμενον γένος, οΐον ει του διπλάσιου το πολλαπλάσιον και του ημίσεος το πολλοστή μόριον' δει γαρ τό άντι-κείμενον του αντικειμένου γένος είναι, ει οΰν τις θείη την επιστήμην όπερ αΐσθησιν, δεησει και τό επιστητόν όπερ αισθητόν είναι, ουκ εστι δέ' ου 30 γ<χρ π αν τό επιστητόν αισθητόν’ και γαρ των νοητών ενια επιστητά, ώστ ου γένος τό αισθητόν του επιστητού. ει δέ τούτο μη, οόδ’ αϊσθησις επιστήμης.
Έπει δ ἐ των πρός τι λεγομένων τα μέν έξ ανάγκης εν έκείνοις η περί έκεΐνά εστι πρός α 35 ποτε τυγχάνει λεγάμενα, οΐον η διάθεσις καί ή έξις καί η συμμετρία (εν άλλω γαρ οΰδενί δυνατόν ύπάρχειν τα είρημένα η εν έκείνοις πρός α λέγεται), τα δ ουκ ανάγκη μέν εν έκείνοις ύπάρχειν προς 454
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something, but we speak of ‘ in excess ’ (or ‘ greater ’)
‘ of * (or ‘ than ’) something else ; and ‘ in ’ something ; for what is ‘ in excess ’ (or ‘ greater ’) is always in excess in something as well as in excess of something.® So the above terms are not the genera of ‘ double,’ since their relative application is not coextensive with that of the species. Or perhaps it is not universally true that the relative application of the species and the genus extends to an equal number of things.
You must also see whether the opposite of the (k) The genus is the genus of the opposite of the species, for the genusfs example, whether, if ‘ multiple ’ is the genus of senuSjQf ‘ double,’ ‘ fraction ’ is also the genus of ‘ half’ ; of the for the opposite of the genus must be the genus Gf species-the opposite species. If, therefore, someone were to lay it down that knowledge is a kind of sense-perception, then also the object of knowledge will necessarily be a kind of object of sense-perception.
But this is not so ; for not every object of knowledge is an object of sensation, for some of the objects of intelligence are objects of knowledge. And so ‘ object of sensation ’ is not the genus of ‘ object of knowledge ’ ; and, if this is true, neither is ‘ sensation * the genus of ‘ knowledge.*
Since of relative terms (a) some are necessarily (ἱ) The mis-found in, or employed about, those things in relation ^taln to which they happen at any time to be employed, relative for example, ‘ disposition,’ ‘ state ’ and ‘ proportion ’
(for these terms cannot possibly exist anywhere else except in the things in relation to which they are employed), and (b) others do not necessarily exist in
“For the cases used with the verb ΐητζρύχαν cf. Plato, Tim.
24 D πάντων . . , νπ€ρ€χ€ΐ μ€γ€0€ΐ καί aperfj.
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a ποτε λέγεται, ένδέχεται δί (οΐον el Επιστητόν ή ψυχή- ούδεν γαρ κώλυει τήν αυτής επιστήμην εχειν την ψυχήν, ούκ άναγκαΐον δὲ* δυνατόν γαρ 125 b και εν άλλω ύπάρχειν την αυτήν ταύτην), τα δ* ὑπλῶν ou/c ενδέχεται ἐυ έκείνοις ύπαρχε ιν ττρός ἂ ποτε τυγχάνει λεγάμενα (οΐον το εναντίον εν τω εναντία) ούδε την επιστήμην εν τω επιστητω, εαν μη τυγχάνη τό επιστητόν ψυχή η άνθρωπος ον).
5 σκοπεΐν οΰν χρη, εάν τις είς γένος θή τό τοιοΰτον, {ειy εις τό μη τοιοΰτον, οΐον εΐ την μνήμην μονήν επιστήμης εΐπεν. πάσα γαρ μονή εν τω μενοντι καί περί εκείνο, ώστε και η της επιστήμης μονή εν τη επιστήμη, η μνήμη άρα εν τή επιστήμη, επειδή μονή τής επιστήμης ἐστιν, τούτο δ ουκ 10 ενδέχεται· μνήμη γαρ πάσα εν ψυχή, εστι δ ο είρημενος τ οπος και προς τό συμβεβηκος κοινος* ουδἐν γαρ διαφέρει τής μνήμης γένος τήν μονήν είπείν ή συμβεβηκεν αι φάσκε ιν αυτή τούτο· ει γαρ οπωσοΰν ἐστιν ή μνήμη μονή επιστήμης, ο αυτός αρμόσει περί αυτής λόγο?.
15 V. Πάλιν ει τήν έξιν εις τήν ενέργειαν έθηκεν ή τήν ενέργειαν εις τήν εξιν, οΐον τήν αισθησιν κίνησιν διά σώματος· ή μεν γαρ αισθησις έξις, η δἐ κίνησις ενέργεια, ομοίως δε και ει την μνημην 1 « added by W. S. Maguinness.
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those things in relation to which they are employed at any particular time, though they may so exist (for example, if the soul be called an ‘ object of knowledge ’ ; for there is nothing to prevent the soul from having knowledge of itself, though it does not necessarily possess it, for it is possible for this same knowledge to exist elsewhere), and (c) others simply cannot exist in those things in relation to which they happen to be employed at any particular time, for example, the contrary cannot exist in the contrary nor knowledge in the object of knowledge, unless the object of knowledge happens to be a soul or a man. If, therefore, someone places a term of a certain kind within a genus, you must look and see whether he has placed it within a genus which is not of that kind, for example, if it has been stated that ‘ memory ’ is the ‘ permanency of knowledge.’ For ‘ permanency ’ always exists in, and is concerned with, that which is permanent, so that the permanency of knowledge also exists in knowledge. Memory, then, exists in knowledge, since it is the permanency of knowledge ; but this is impossible, for memory always exists in the soul. The above commonplace is common also to accident ; for it makes no difference whether we say that permanency is the genus of memory or call it accidental to it ; for, if memory is in any way the permanency of knoAvledge, the same argument about it will be applicable.
V.	Again, you must see whether your opponent has placed a ‘ state ’ in the genus of ‘ activity * or an ‘ activity ’ in the genus of 4 state/ for example, calling ‘ sensation ’ ‘ movement through the body ’ ; for sensation is a ‘ state ’ while movement is an ‘ activity.’ Likewise, too, if he has made ‘ memory
457
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125	b »ξιν καβ€ΚΤΙ/Κήν ύπολήφεως εΐπεν ούδεμία γάρ
μνήμη έξις, άλλα μάλλον ενεργεια.
20 Διαμαρτάνουσι δε καί οι την εξιν εις την ακολουθούσαν δύναμιν τάττοντες, οΐον την πραότητα εγκράτειαν οργής και την άνδρίαν και την δικαιοσύνην φόβων και κερδών* ανδρείος μιν γάρ καί πράος ό απαθής λεγεται, εγκρατής δ’ ὁ πάσχων και μή αγόμενος, ίσως μεν οΰν ακολουθεί δυναμις 25 εκατερω τοιαυτη, ώστ ει πόθοι, μή άγεσθαι άλλα κρατεΐν ου μήν τοΰτό τ’ ἐστί τω μεν άνδρείω τω δε πράω είναι, άλλα τό ολως μή πάσχειν υπό των τοιουτων μηδέν.
Ενίοτε δε και τό παρακολουθούν όπωσούν ως γένος τιθεασιν, οΐον τήν λύπην τής οργής καί τήν 30 ύπόληφιν τής πίστεως. άμφω γάρ τα ειρημενα παρακολουθεί μεν τρόπον τινα τοΐς άποδοθεΐσιν εϊδεσιν, ουδέτερον δ’ αυτών γένος εστίν ό μεν γάρ όργιζόμενος λυπεΐται προτερας εν αύτώ τής λύπης γενομενης· ου γάρ ή οργή τής λύπης, ἀλλ* ή λύπη τής οργής αίτια, ώσθ* απλώς ή οργή ούκ 35 εστι λύπη. κατά ταΰτα δ’ οι5δ’ ή πίστις ύπόληφις' ενδεχεται γάρ τήν αυτήν ύπόληφιν και μή πι-στευοντα όγειν.	ούκ ενδεχεται δ’, εΐπερ είδος
ή πίστις ύπολήφεως’ ου γάρ ενδεχεται τό αυτό ετι διαμενειν, άνπερ εκ τού είδους ολως μεταβάλη, καθάπερ ουδέ τό αυτό ζώον ότε μεν άνθρωπον 40 είναι ότε δε μή. αν δε τις φή εξ άνάγκης τον
126	a ύπολαμβάνοντα καί πιστεύειν, επ' ίσον ή ύπό-
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‘ a state which can retain a conception ’ ; for memory is never a ‘ state ’ but rather an ‘ activity.’
They also err who range a ‘ state * in the 1 capacity ’ which accompanies it, for example, making ‘ mildness ’ ‘ the controlling of anger,’ and ‘ courage ’ and ‘ justice ’ ‘ the controlling of fears ’ and of ‘ gains ’ respectively ; for ‘ courageous ’ and ‘ mild ’ are used of one who is free from passion, whereas a ‘ self-controlled ’ man is one who is subject to passion but is not carried away by it. Now, perhaps each of the former is attended by a capacity of such a kind that, if he is subjected to a passion, he is not carried away by it but can control it ; this, however, is not to be ‘ courageous ’ in the one case and ‘ mild ’ in the other, but to be absolutely free from any such passion.
Sometimes also, people put down as genus that (b) Mis-which is in any manner attendant on the species, sumption making, for example, ‘ pain ’ the genus of ‘ anger ’ that what is and * conception ’ the genus of ‘ belief ’ ; for both uponspecies in a sense are attendant on the species assigned, butls genus* neither of them is its genus. For when the angry man is pained, the pain has been produced in him before he is angry ; for the anger is not the cause of the pain but the pain of the anger ; so that anger simply is not pain. On this principle neither is belief conception ; for it is possible to have the same conception even without believing in it, whereas this is impossible if belief is a species of conception. For it is impossible for a thing still to remain the same if it is entirely removed from its species, just as neither can the same animal be a man at one time and not at another. But if anyone asserts that the man who has a conception must necessarily also believe in it. then conception and belief will be used
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ληφις και ή πίστις ρηθησεται, ώστ ουδ’ αν όντως είη γένος* επί πλέον γαρ δεῖ λεγεσθαι το γένος.
'Οράν 8ε καί ει εν τινι τω αύτω πεφυκεν άμφω γίνεσθαι’ εν ω γαρ το είδος, καί το γένος, οΐον 5 εν ω το λευκόν, καί το χρώμα, καί εν ω γραμματική, καί επιστήμη, εάν ονν τις την αισχύνην φόβον ειπη η την οργήν λύπην, ον συμβησεται εν τω α vt ω το εΐ8ος καί το γένος νπάρχε ιν η μεν γαρ αισχύνη εν τω λογιστικά), ό δἐ φόβος εν τω θυμοει8εΐ, καί η μεν λύπη εν τω επιθυμητικά) 10 (εν τοντω γαρ καί η ηδονη), η 8ε οργή εν τω θυμοει8εΐ, ώστ ον γένη τα άποδοθεντα, επει8η ονκ εν τω αντω τοΐς είδεσι πεφυκε γίνεσθαι. ομοίως δἐ καί ει η φιλία εν τω επιθυμητικά), ονκ αν είη βονλησίς τις' πάσα γαρ βονλησις εν τω λογιστικά). χρήσιμος 8’ ο τόπος καί προς το 15 σνμβεβηκός- εν τω αντω γαρ το συμβεβηκος καί ω συμβεβηκεν, ώστ αν μη εν τω αντω φαίνηται, δηλον ότι ον συμβεβηκεν.
Πάλιυ εί κατά τι τό είδος του είρημόνον γένους μετεχει * ου δοκεΐ γαρ κατά τι μετεχεσθαι το γένος* ον γάρ ἐστιν ο άνθρωπος κατά τι ζωον, ουδ* η 20 γραμματική κατά τι επιστήμη' ομοίως δε καί επί των άλλων, σκοπεΐν ονν ει επί τινων κατα τι μετεχεται το γένος, οΐον ει το ζωον οπερ αισθητόν 460
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to cover the same ground, so that not even so could the one be the genus of the other, since the genus must cover a wider field of predication.
You must also see whether it is the nature of both to come into being in some one and the same thing ; for where the species is, there also is the genus ; for example, where there is ‘ whiteness,’ there is also ‘ colour,’ and, where there is the ‘ science of grammar,’ there is also ‘ knowledge.’ If, therefore, anyone says that ‘ shame * is ‘ fear ’ or that ‘ anger ’ is ‘ pain,’ the result will be that the species and the genus do not exist in the same thing ; for shame exists in the ‘ reasoning * faculty of the soul, fear in the ‘ spirited * faculty, and ‘ pain ’ in the ‘ appetitive * faculty (for pleasure is also in this), anger in the ‘ spirited ’ faculty, so that the terms assigned are not genera, since it is not their nature to come into being in the same thing as the species. Similarly, too, if ‘ friendship ’ is in the ‘ appetitive ’ faculty, it cannot be a kind of ‘ wish ’ ; for a ‘ wish ’ is always in the ‘ reasoning ’ faculty. This commonplace is also useful in dealing with the accident ; for the accident and that of which it is an accident are both in the same thing, so that, if they do not appear in the same thing, it is obviously not a case of accident.
Again, you must see whether the species partakes only partially of the genus assigned ; for it is generally held that genus is not partially imparted ; for a man is not merely partially an animal nor is the science of grammar partially knowledge, and so likewise in the other instances. You must examine, therefore, whether in some cases the genus is only partially imparted, for example, if ‘ animal ’ has been described as an ‘ object of sensation or an object
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ή ορατόν εΐρηται. κατά τι γάρ αισθητόν η ορατον το ζώον κατά το σώμα γάρ αίσθητον καί ορατόν, κατά δε την ψυχήν ου, ώστ ουκ αν εΐη γόνος το 25 ορατόν καί τό αίσθητον τοΰ ζώου.
Αανθάνουσι δ’ ενίοτε καί το ολον είς το μέρος τιθέντες, οΐον τό ζώον σώμα έμψυχον, ούδαμώς δἐ τό μέρος τοΰ δλου κατηγορειται, ώστ ουκ αν εΐη τό σώμα γένος τοΰ ζώου, έπειδὴ μέρος έστίν. 30 'Οράν δ ἐ καί ει τι τών ψεκτών ή φευκτών είς δύναμιν ή τό δυνατόν εθηκεν, οΐον τον σοφιστήν ή διάβολον ή κλέπτην τον δυνάμενον λάθρα άλλότρια κλέπτειν.1 ουδέίς γάρ τών είρημένων τω δυνατός εΐναί τι τούτων τοιοΰτος λέγεται· δυναται μεν 35 γάρ καί ό θεός καί ό σπουδαίος τα φαύλα δράν, άλΧ ουκ είσί τοιοΰτοι· πάντες γάρ οι φαύλοι κατά προαίρεσιν λέγονται. έτι πάσα δυναμις τών αιρετών καί γάρ αι τών φαύλων δυνάμεις αίρεται, διό και τον θεόν καί τον σπουδαΐον έχειν φαμέν αΰτάς- δυνατούς γάρ είναι τά φαύλα πράσσειν.
126	b ώστ* ουδενός άν εΐη ψεκτοΰ γένος ή δυναμις. ει δἐ μη, συμβήσεται τών ψεκτών τι αιρετόν είναι’ εσται γάρ τις δυναμις ψεκτή.
Και ει τι τών δι* αυτό τίμιων ή αιρετών είς 5 δύναμιν ή τό δυνατόν ή τό ποιητικόν εθηκεν. πάσα
1 Reading with Α Β δυνάμενον Α άθρ$ άλλότρια /cAeVreiv.
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of sight.’ For an animal is only in part an object of sensation or of sight ; for it is an object of sensation and sight as regards its body but not as regards its soul ; so that 4 object of sight ’ and ‘ object of sensation ’ cannot be the genus of ‘ animal.’
Sometimes too people unobservedly put the whole (e) Error of within the part, describing, for example, ‘ animal ’ οηίκ? Paft as ‘ animated body. ’ But the part is not in any way species predicable of the whole, so that ‘ body ’ cannot be as geuu3, the genus of ‘ animal,’ for it is a part only.
You must also see whether your opponent has put anything blameworthy or to be avoided in the (/) Error of category of ‘ capacity ’ or ‘ capable,’ for example, whaUs8 in his definition of a sophist or a slanderer, or a thief	to a
whom he describes as capable of secretly stealing capacity, the good of others. For none of the above is described by his particular name because he is ‘ capable ’ in one of these respects ; for even God and the good man are capable of doing bad deeds, but God and man are not of that character ; for the wicked are always so called because of their deliberate choice of evil. Furthermore, a capacity is always among the things worthy of choice, for even capacities for evil are worthy of choice ; and so we say that God and the good man possess them, for we say that they are capable of doing evil. Therefore capacity cannot be the genus of anything blameworthy ; otherwise the result will be that something blameworthy is an object of choice, for there will be a kind of capacity which is blameworthy.
You must also see whether he has placed anything (g) Placing which is in itself valuable or worthy of choice in the gory ofcal" category of 4 capacity * or ‘ the capable ’ or ‘ the Pagty^what productive.’ For every capacity and everything desirable.
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γάρ δνναμις καί παν τό δυνατόν ἡ τό ποιητικόν δι* άλλο αιρετόν.
"Η ει τι των εν δυο γενεσιν η πλείοσιν εις θάτερον εθηκεν. ενια γαρ ούκ εστιν εις εν γένος θ είναι, οΐον τον φενακα και τον διάβολον ούτε 10 γαρ 6 προαιρούμενος αδυνατών δε, ονθ* ὁ δυνα-μενος μη προαιρούμενος δε διάβολος η φεναξ, άλλ* 6 άμφω ταΰτα εχων. ώστ ον θετεον είς εν γένος άλλ’ εις άμφότερα τα είρημενα.
Ἕτι ενίοτε άνάπαλιν το μεν γένος ως διαφοράν την δε διαφοράν ως γένος άποδιδόασιν, οΐον την 15 εκπληξιν υπερβολήν θαυμασιότητος και την πίστιν σφοδρότητα ύποληφεως. ούτε γάρ ή υπερβολή ονθ’ η σφοδρότης γένος, αλλά διαφορά· δοκεΐ γάρ η εκπληξις θανμασιότης είναι νπερβάλλουσα καί η πίστις ύπόληφις σφοδρά, ώστε γένος η θαυμα-σιότης και η ύπόληφις, η δ’ υπερβολή και ή σφο-20 δρότης διαφορά. ετι ει τις την υπερβολήν καί σφοδρότητα ως γένος αποδώσει, τα άφνχα πιστευτεί καί εκπλαγησεται. η γάρ εκάστου σφοδρότης καί υπερβολή πάρεστιν εκείνω ου εστί σφοδρότης καί υπερβολή. ει οΰν ή εκπληξις υπερβολή ἐστι θαυμασιότητος, παρεσται τη θαυ-25 μασιότητι η εκπληξις, ώσθ’ η θανμασιότης εκπλαγησεται. ομοίως δε καί η πίστις παρεσται τη ύποληφε ι, είπε ρ σφοδρότης ύποληφεως εστιν, ώστε η ύπόληφις πιστεύσει. ετι σνμβησεται τω 464
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capable or productive is worthy of choice for the sake of something else.
Or again, you must see whether he has placed something which falls under two or more genera in one of them only. For there are some things λνΜοΙι cannot be placed in one genus only, for example, the ‘ imposter ’ and the ‘ slanderer.’ For neither is he who possesses the inclination but not the ability, nor he who possesses the ability but not the inclination, a slanderer or an imposter, but he who has the ability and the inclination. He must, therefore, be placed not in one genus only but in both the above genera.
Moreover, by a process of inversion, people sometimes assign genus as differentia and differentia as genus, calling, for example, ‘ amazement ’ an ‘ excess of astonishment ’ and ‘ belief ’ an ‘ intensification of opinion.’ For ‘ excess ’ and ‘ intensification ’ are not the genus but the differentia ; for amazement is generally regarded as excessive astonishment and belief as intensified opinion, so that astonishment and opinion are the genus, while excess and intensification are the differentia. Further, if excess and intensification are to be assigned as genus, inanimate things will believe and be amazed. For the intensification and excess of any particular thing are present in that of which they are the intensification and excess. If, therefore, amazement is an excess of astonishment, the amazement will be present in the astonishment, so that the astonishment will be amazed. Similarly also the belief will be present in the opinion, since it is the intensification of the opinion ; and so the opinion will believe. Further, the result of making an assertion of this kind will
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(Λ) Placing in only one genus that which falls under several genera.
(ϊ) Error of assigning genus as differentia
and vice versa.
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ούτως άποδιδόντι σφοδρότητα σφοδράν λέγειν και υπερβολήν ύπερβάλλουσαν. εστι γάρ πίστις σφο-30 δρά· ει ουν η πίστις σφοδρό της εστί, σφοδρότης αν εΐη σφοδρά. ομοίως δε καί εκπληξίς ἐστιν ύπερβάλλουσα* ει ουν η εκπληξις υπερβολή εστιν, υπερβολή αν εΐη ύπερβάλλουσα. ου δοκεΐ δ' ουδέτερον τούτων, ώσπερ ούδ' επιστήμη επιστημον1 ουδέ κίνησις κινούμενον.
Ενίοτε δἐ διαμαρτάνουσι καί το πάθος εις γένος 35 τό πεπονθός τιθεντες, οΐον όσοι την αθανασίαν ζωήν άΐδιόν φασιν είναι· πάθος γάρ τι ζωής η σύμπτωμα η αθανασία εοικεν είναι, ότι δ’ αληθές τό λεγόμενον, δηλον αν γενοιτο, ει τις συγχώρησειεν εκ θνητού τινα αθάνατον γίνεσθαι- ούδείς γάρ φησει ετεραν αυτόν ζωήν λαμβάνειν, άλλα σύμπτωμά τι
127	a η πάθος αύτη ταύτη παραγενεσθαι. ώστ ου γένος
η ζωη της αθανασίας.
Πάλιν ει του πάθους, οδ εστί πάθος, εκείνο γένος φασιν είναι, οΐον τό πνεύμα άερα κινούμενον.
5 μάλλον γάρ κίνησις άερος τό πνεύμα' 6 γάρ αυτός άηρ διαμένει, όταν τε κινηται καί όταν μόνη, ώστ ούκ εστιν όλως άηρ τό πνεύμα' ην γάρ αν καί μη κινούμενου του άερος πνεύμα, εϊπερ ό αυτός άηρ διαμένει όσπερ ην πνεύμα. ομοίως δε καί επί των άλλων των τοιούτων. ει δ* άρα καί επί ίο τούτου δει συγχωρησαι ότι άηρ εστι κινούμενος τό πνεύμα, <χλλ’ οϋτι κατά πάντων τό τοιοΰτον άποδεκτεον καθ' ών μη άληθεύεται τό γένος, άλλ* εφ' όσων άληθώς κατηγορειται τό άποδοθεν γένος, επ' εν ίων γάρ ου δοκεΐ άληθεύεσθαι, οΐον επί του
1 Reading έπιστημον with C.
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be to call intensification intensified and excess excessive. For belief is intensified ; if, therefore, belief is intensification, intensification would be intensified. Similarly, too, amazement is excessive ; if, therefore, amazement is excess, excess would be excessive. But neither of these things accords with current belief any more than that knowledge is a knowing thing or motion a moving thing.
Sometimes too, people err in placing an affection O') Error of in that which has been affected, as its genus, for S?ngng the example, those who say that immortality is ever- affected the lasting hie ; tor immortality seems to be an affection affection, or accidental property of life. That this description is true would be clearly seen if one were to concede that a man can become immortal after having been mortal; for no one will say that he is taking on another life, but that an accidental property or affection is added to life as it is. Life, therefore, is not the genus of immortality.
Again, you must see whether they are asserting a) Error of that the genus of an affection is that of which it is	the
an affection, for example, when they say that the affected the wind is ‘ air in motion.’ For wind is rather ‘ motion Sction.the of air,’ for the same air remains both when it is in motion and when it is at rest. And so wind is not air at all ; otherwise there would be wind even when the air was not in motion, since the same air which was wind still remains. Similarly, too, in the other cases of this kind. But if after all we must in this case concede that the wind is air in motion, yet we ought not to accept such a statement with regard to everything of which the genus is not truly asserted but only where the genus assigned is truly predicated. For in some cases, for example ‘ mud ’
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πηλού καί της χιόνος. την μεν γάρ χιόνα φασϊν 15 ύδωρ είναι πεπηγός, τον δε πηλόν γην ύγρώ πεφυραμενην εστι δ* οϋθ* η χιών ύδωρ οϋθ* ὀ πηλός γη, ώστ’ οΰκ άυ είη γένος ουδέτερον των άποδοθεντων δεῖ γάρ τό γένος άληθεύεσθαι αει κατά των ειδών, ομοίως δ* οΰδ* ό oivos ἐστιν ύδωρ σεσηπός, καθάπερ ’Εμπεδοκλής φησι σαπεν εν ξύλω ύδωρ* απλώ? γάρ ονκ εστιν ύδωρ.
20 VI. Έτι ει ολως τδ άποδοθεν μηδενός εστι γένος* δήλον γάρ ως ουδέ του λεχθεντος. σκοπεΐν δ* e/c του μηδέν διαφερειν εΐδει τά μετεχοντα του άποδοθεντός γένους, οΐον τά λευκά* ούδεν γάρ διαφέρει τω εΐδει ταυτ άλλήλων. παντός δε γένους εστι τά εϊδη διάφορα, ώστ ούκ αν εΐη τό 25 λευκόν γένος ούδενός.
Πάλιν ει τό πάσιν ακολουθούν γένος ή διαφοράν εΐπεν. πλείω γάρ τά πάσιν επόμενα, οΐον τό ον και τό εν των πάσιν επόμενων εστιν. ει οΰν τό ον γένος άπεδωκε, δήλον ότι πάντων αν εΐη 30 γένος, επειδή κατηγορειται αυτών· κατ’ ούδενός γάρ τό γένος άλλ’ ή κατά τών ειδών κατηγορειται. ώστε και τό εν είδος αν εΐη του οντος, συμβαίνει οΰν κατά πάντων, ών τό γένος κατηγορειται, και τό είδος κατηγορεΐσθαι, επειδή τό ον και τό εν
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and ‘ snow,’ it does not seem to be truly asserted.
For they describes now as ‘ congealed water,’ and mud as ‘ earth mingled with moisture ’ ; but neither is snow water nor mud earth, so that neither of the terms assigned could be the genus ; for the genus must always be truly asserted of every species.
Similarly, neither is wine ‘ putrefied water,’ as Empedocles speaks of ‘ water putrefied in wood ’a ; for it simply is not water at all.
VI.	Furthermore, you must see whether the term Various assigned is not the genus of anything at all ; for The pro-then obviously it is not the genus of the species posed genus named. You must make your examination on the tain subject basis of an absence of any difference in species specie8· between the things which partake of the genus assigned, for example, white objects ; for these do not differ at all from one another specifically, whereas the species of a genus are always different from one another ; so that ‘ white ’ could not be the genus of anything.
Again, you niust see whether your opponent has (δ) An attri-asserted that some attribute which accompanies £u^ver-Ch everything is genus or differentia. For there are saUypresent several attributes which accompany everything; taken as ‘ being,’ for example, and ‘ oneness ’ are among the |iJ2reiiiiia attributes which accompany everything. If, then, he has assigned ‘ being ’ as a 'genus, obviously it would be the genus of everything, since it is predicated of everything ; for the genus is not predicated of anything except its species. Hence ‘ oneness ’ too would be a species of ‘ being.’ It results, therefore, that the species also is predicated of everything of which the genus is predicated, since ‘ being ’ and ‘ oneness ’ are predicated of absolutely everything,
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κατά πάντων απλώς κατηγορεΐται, δε'ον επ' Ιλατ-35 τον τό είδος κατηγορεΐσθαι. el δἐ το πάσιν επόμενόν διαφοράν είπε, δῆλον ότι επ' Ίσον ἡ επί πλέον η διαφορά τον γένους ρηθησεται. εί μεν γάρ καί το γένος των πάσιν επόμενων, επ' Ίσον, ει δἐ μη πάσιν επεται το γένος, επί πλέον η διαφορά λεγοιτ αν αυτόν.
127	b Έτι ει εν νποκειμενω τω ειδει το άποδοθεν γένος λεγεται, καθάπερ το λευκόν επί της χιονος, ώστε δηλον οτι ου κ αν ειη γένος* καθ' υποκείμενου γάρ του είδους μόνον το γένος λεγεται.
5 Σικοπεΐν δε καί ει μη συνώνυμον το γένος τω ειδει · κατά πάντων γάρ των ειδών συνωννμως το γένος κατηγορειται.
’Έτι όταν οντος καί τω ειδει καί τω γενει εναντίου το βελτιον τών εναντίων εις το χείρον 10 γόνος θη * συμβησεται γάρ το λοιπόν εν τω λοιπώ εΐναι, επειδή τάναντία εν τοΐς εναντίοις γενεσιν} ώστε τό βελτιον εν τω χείρον ι εσται καί το χείρον εν τω βελτιον ι* δοκεΐ δἐ του βελτίονος καί τό γένος βελτιον είναι. καί ε'ι του αυτοΰ είδους ομοίως προς άμφω εχοντος εις τό χείρον και μη Ιδ εις τό βελτιον γένος εθηκεν, οΐον την φνχην όπερ κίνησιν η κινουμενον. ομοίως γάρ η αυτή στατική 470
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whereas the species ought to be less widely predicated. If, however, he has asserted that the attribute which accompanies everything is a differentia, it is obvious that the differentia will be predicated to an extent equal to, or greater than, the genus. For if the genus also is one of the attributes which accompany everything, the differentia would be predicated * to an equal extent, but, if the genus does not accompany everything, to a greater extent than the genus.
Furthermore, you must see whether the genus (c) The assigned is said to be inherent in the subject species notUbeCan" as ‘ white ’ is in the case of snow, so that it is obvious w^erenMn that it cannot be the genus ; for the genus is only species/ predicated of the subject species.
You must also see whether the genus is not (d) The synonymous with the species ; for the genus is the species always predicated of the species synonymously. cated^n
Further, there is the case when, both the species Symousiy. and the genus having a contrary, your opponent (e) The places the better of the contrary species in the twOcon^ worse genus; for this will result in the other species Varies raust being placed in the other genus, since contraries assigned to are found in contrary genera, so that the better ge^orse species will be found in the worse genus and the worse species in the better genus, whereas it is generally held that the genus of the better species is also better. You must also see Avhether, λνΐιβη the same species is similarly related to both, your opponent has placed it in the worse and not in the better genus, saying, for example, that the ‘ soul ’ is ‘ a kind of motion ’ or ‘ a moving thing.’ For the same soul is generally regarded as being in like manner a principle of rest and a principle of motion ;
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καί κινητική hoKei etvai, ώστ’ el βέλτιον ή στάσις, els τούτο ehei το γένος deivai.
Έτι έκ του μάλλον και ήττον, άvaσκeυάζovτι μέν, el το γένος δέχεται το μάλλον, το 8’ ethos 20 μή δέχεται μήτ αυτό μἡνε το κατ έκ€ΐνο λeγo-μευου. οιον el ή αρετή δέχεται το μάλλον, και ή δικαιοσύνη και 6 δίκαιος’ λέγ€ται γάρ δικαιότερο? ετερο? έτέρου. el οΰν τό μέν άποδοθέν γένος τό μάλλον δέχεται, τδ δ’ ethos μή δέχeτaι μήτ* αυτό μήτe τό κατ eKeivo λeγόμevov, ούκ αν €ΐη γένος 25 τό άποδοθέν.
Πάλιν el τό μάλλον δοκοΰν ή ομοίως μή ἐστι γένος, δήλον ότι ουδέ τό άποδοθέν. χρήσιμος δ’ ό τόπος έπί των τοιούτων μάλιστα έφ* ών πλεία) (ἡαίνεται του Είδους έν τω τί ἐστι κaτηγopoύμeva, 30 και μή διώρισται, μηδ* eχoμev emeiv ποιον αυτών γένος, οιον της οργής καί ή λύπη καί ή ύπόληφις ολιγωρίας έν τω τί ἐστι κaτηγopeΐσθaι δοκεῖ* λυπεῖταί τε γάρ ό οργιζόμ€νος καί υπολαμβάνει όλιγωρ€Ϊσθαι. ή αυτή he σκέφις καί έπί του €ΐδους προς άλλο τι συγκρίνοντι' el γάρ τό μάλλον ή τό 35 ομοίως δοκοΰν etvai έν τω άποδοθέντι γέν€ΐ μή ἐστιν έν τω γέν€ΐ, δήλον ότι ουδέ τό άποδοθέν ethos έίη αν έν τω γέν€ΐ.
Άναιροΰντι μέν οΰν καθάπ€ρ eιpητaι χρηστέον κατασκ€υάζοντι δέ, el μέν έπιδέχeτaι τό μάλλον
128	a τό τε άποδοθέν γένος καί τό ethos, ου χρήσιμος
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so that, if rest is better, it ought to have been placed in this as its genus.
Further, you must argue from the greater and CO less degrees. For destructive criticism, you should the greater see whether the genus admits of the greater degree, and Avhile neither the species itself nor anything which degrees, is named after it does so. For example, if virtue destructive admits of the greater degree, ‘ justice ’ and ‘ the criticism, just man ’ do so also ; for one man is called ‘ more just ’ than another. If, therefore, the genus assigned admits of the greater degree but neither the species itself nor anything which is named after it admits of it, the term assigned cannot be the genus.
Again, if what is more generally or equally generally held to be the genus is not the genus, obviously neither is the term assigned the genus. This commonplace is useful especially when several things are clearly predicable of the species in the category of essence and no distinction has been made between them and we cannot say which of them is genus.
For example, both ‘ pain * and the 4 conception of contempt * are generally regarded as predicates of 4 anger ’ in the category of essence ; for the angry man both feels pain and conceives that he is contemned. The same inquiry is also applicable in the case of the species by means of a comparison with some other species ; for, if what is more generally or equally generally held to be in the assigned genus is not present in the genus, obviously neither could the species assigned be present in the genus.
In destructive criticism, then, the above method (2) in cou-should be employed ; but for constructive purposes argument, the commonplace of seeing whether both the assigned genus and the species admit of the greater
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o τόπος· ονδεν γάρ κωλύει άμφοτερων επιδεχόμενων μη είναι θάτερον θάτερον γένος. τό τε γάρ καλόν και τό λευκόν επιδεχεται τό μάλλον, και ουδέτερον ουδέτερου γένος, η δε των γενών 5 και των ειδών προς άλληλα σύγκρισις χρήσιμος, οΐον ει ομοίως τάδε και τάδε γένος, ει θάτερον γένος, και θάτερον. ομοίως δε και ει τό ηττον και τό μάλλον, οΐον ει της εγκράτειας μάλλον η δνναμις η η αρετή γένος, η δ’ αρετή γένος, και η δνναμις. τα δ’ αυτά και επι του είδους αρμόσει ιολίγεσ^αι. ει γαρ ομοίως τόδε και τάδε τον προ-κειμενου είδος, ει θάτερον είδος, καί τό λοιπόν και ει τό ήττον δοκοΰν είδος ἐστι, και τό μάλλον.
Έτι προς τό κατασκευάζειν σκεπτεον ει καθ' ών άπεδόθη τό γένος, εν τω τί ἐστι κατηγορεΐται, 15 μη οντος ενός του άποδοθεντος είδους, άλλα πλειόνων και διαφόρων δηλον γάρ οτι γένος ἔσται. ει δ’ εν τό άποδοθεν είδος ἐστι, σκοπεΐν ει και κατ’ α'λλων ειδών τό γένος εν τω τί ἐστι κατηγορειται' πάλιν γάρ συμβησεται κατά πλειόνων και διαφόρων αυτό κατηγορεΐσθαι.
20 Έπεί, δε δοκεΐ τισι καί η διαφορά εν τω τί ἐστι τών ειδών κατηγορεΐσθαι, χωριστεον τό γένος 474
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degree is of no use ; for, even though they both admit of it, there is nothing to prevent one not being the genus of the other. For both ‘ beautiful * and ‘ white ’ admit of the greater degree, and neither is the genus of the other. The comparison, however, of the genera and the species with one another is useful ; for example, if A and Β have equal claim to be regarded as genera, then, if one is a genus, so also is the other. Similarly, too, if the less degree is a genus, so also is the greater degree ; for example, if ‘ capacity ’ has more claim than ‘ virtue * to be considered the genus of ‘ self control,’ and ‘ virtue * is the genus, so also is ‘ capacity.’ The same considerations will be suitably applied also to the species. For if A and Β have equal claim to be regarded as species of the proposed genus, then, if one is a species, so also is the other ; also, if that which is less generally held to be a species, is a species, so also is that which is more generally held to be so.
Further, for constructive purposes, you must (a) The examine whether the genus has been predicated benpredi-U8t in the category of essence of those things to which ca£ed In th® it has been assigned, in the case where the species essence, assigned is not a single species but there are several different species ; for then it will obviously be the genus. If, however, the species assigned is a single species, you must examine whether the genus is predicated in the category of essence of other species also ; for then, again, the result will be that it is predicated of several different species.
Since some people hold that the differentia also (Λ) Method is predicated of the species in the category of gJ^htaS"
essence, the genus must be distinguished from the genus and σ	°	differentia
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από της διαφοράς χρώμενον τοΐς είρημενοις στοιχείοις, πρώτον μεν on τό γένος επί πλέον λεγεται της διαφοράς· ειθ^ οτ ι κατά την τον τί ἐστιν άπόδοσιν μάλλον άρμόττει το γένος η την 25 διαφοράν είπεΐν 6 γάρ ζωον ειπας τον άνθρωπον μάλλον δηλοΐ τί εστιν 6 άνθρωπος η 6 πεζόν* και ότι η μεν διαφορά ποιότητα του γένους αει σημαίνει, το δε γένος της διαφοράς ου· ό μεν γάρ είπας πεζόν ποιόν τι ζωον λεγει, ό δε ζωον ειπας ου λεγει ποιόν τι πεζόν.
30 Τἡν μεν ονν διαφοράν από του γένους ου τω χωριστεον. επει δε δοκεΐ (ει)1 το μουσικόν, ἡ μουσικόν εστιν, επιστημόν τί ἐστι2 και η μουσική επιστήμη τις είναι, καί, ει τό βαδίζον τω βαδίζειν κινείται, η βάδισις κίνησις τις είναι, σκοπεΐν εν ω αν γενει βουλή τι κατασκευάσαι, τον είρημενον 35 τρόπον, οΐον ει την επιστήμην όπερ πίστιν, ει ο επιστάμενος η επίσταται πιστεύει· δηλον γάρ ότι ή επιστήμη πίστις αν τις εϊη. τον αυτόν δε τρόπον καί επί των άλλων των τοιουτων.
’Έτι επει τό παρεπόμενόν τινι αει καί μη άντι-στρεφον χαλεπόν χωρίσαι του μη γένος είναι, αν 128 b τόδε μεν τωδ' επηται παντί, τάδε δἐ τῷδε μη παντί, οΐον τη νηνεμία η ηρεμία καί τω αριθμώ 1 ά add. Imelmann.
2 Reading τί ἐστι for τι είναι with Imelmann.
476
TOPICA, IV. νι
differentia by the use of the elementary principles already mentioned, namely, (1) that the genus is more widely predicated than the differentia ; (2) that, in assigning the essence, it is more appropriate to state the genus than the differentia ; for he who describes ‘ man ’ as an ‘ animal ’ indicates his essence better than he who describes him as ‘ pedestrian * ; and (3) that the differentia always indicates a quality of the genus, whereas the genus does not describe a quality of the differentia ; for he who uses the term * pedestrian ’ describes a certain kind of animal, but he who uses the term ‘ animal ’ does not describe a certain kind of ‘ pedestrian.’
This, then, is how the differentia must be distinguished from the genus. Now, since it is generally held that, if that which is musical, in as much as it is musical, possesses a certain kind of knowledge, then also ‘ music ’ is a kind of ‘ knowledge,’ and that if that which walks moves by walking, then ‘ walking ’ is a kind of ‘ motion ’—you should examine on the principle described above any genus in which you wish to confirm the presence of something ; for example, if you wish to confirm that ‘ knowledge ’ is a kind of ‘ belief,’ you must see whether the man who knows, in as much as he knows, believes ; for then it is obvious that knowledge would be a kind of belief. And you must use the same method in the other cases of this kind.
Further, since it is difficult to distinguish that which always accompanies a thing and is not convertible with it and to show that it is not its genus —if A always accompanies Β whereas Β does not always accompany A ; for example, ‘ rest ’ always accompanies ‘ calm,’ and ‘ divisibility ’ accompanies
477
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το διαιρέτου, άνάπαλιν δ* ου (τ6 γάρ διαιρέτου ου παν αριθμός, οόδ’ ή ηρεμία νηνεμία), αυτόν μεν χρησθαι ως γόνους οντος του del άκολουθοΰντος, 5 οτ αν μη άντιστρεφη θάτερον, άλλου Be προτεί-νοντος μη επι πάντων ύπακούειν. ενστασις δ’ αύτοΰ ότι τό μη ον επεται παντι τω γινομενω (τό γάρ γινόμενον ούκ εστι) καί ούκ αντιστρέφει (ου γάρ παν τό μη ον γίνεται), άλΧ όμως ούκ εστι γένος τό μη ον του γινομένου· άπλίυς γάρ ούκ εστι του μη οντος εϊΒη. ίο Περί μεν οΰν του γένους, καθάπερ εϊρηται, μετιτεον.
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‘ number,’ but the converse is not true (for the divisible is not always a number, nor is rest always a calm)—you should yourself deal with the matter on the principle that what always accompanies a thing is the genus whenever the other is not convertible with it ; but, when someone else makes the proposition, you should not admit it in every case. To this it may be objected that ‘ not-being ’ always accompanies ‘ that which is coming into being ’ (for that which is coming into being does not exist) and is not convertible with it (for what does not exist is not always coming into being), but that, nevertheless, ‘ not-being ’ is not the genus of ‘ that which is coming into being,’ for ‘ not-being ’ has no species at all.
Such, then, are the methods which must be followed in dealing with genus.
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128 b 14 Ι. Πότερον 8' ίδιον η ovk Ϊ8ιόν ἐστι to ε'ιρημενον, 15 διά τώνδε σκεπτεον.
Άπο8ί8οται 8ε το ίδιον ἡ καθ' αυτό καί αει ὴ προ? έτερον και ποτε, οίου καθ’ αυτό μιν άνθρωπον το ζωον ήμερον φύσε ι, προ? ετερον 8ε οΓου φυχης προς σώμα, οτ ι τό μεν προστακτικόν το 8' υπηρετικόν εστιν, αει 8ε οΐον θεόν το ζωον 20 αθάνατον, ποτε 8' οΐον τον τινός ανθρώπου το περιπατεϊν εν τω γυμνασίω.
Έστι 8ε τό προς ετερον ίδιον άπο8ι86μενον η 8νο προβλήματα η τετταρα. εάν μεν γάρ τον μεν άπο8ω τον 8' άρνησηται ταντό τούτο, 8νο μόνον προβλήματα γίνονται, καθάπερ τό ανθρώπου προς 25 ίππον ίδιον ότι 8ίπουν εστιν. καί γάρ ότι άνθρωπος ον 8ίπονν εστιν επιχειροίη τις αν, και ότι 6 ίππος 8ίπουν' άμφοτερως 8' αν κινοΐ τό ίδιον, εάν δ* εκατερον εκάτερον άπο8ώ και εκατερου άπαρνηθη, τετταρα προβλήματα εσται, καθάπερ τό ανθρώπου 30 Ϊ8ιον προς ίππον, ότι τό μεν 8ίπονν τό 8ε τετρά-πονν εστιν. και γάρ ότι άνθρωπος ου 8ίπουν και ότι τετράπουν πεφυκεν εστιν επιχειρεΐν, και 480
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I.	Whether the attribute assigned is a property or (C) Of not must be examined on the following principles :	perty
Property is assigned either essentially and per-manently or relatively and temporarily. For example, kinds of it is an essential property of man to be ‘ by nature Pr°Pertr· a civilized animal.’ A relative property may be exemplified by the relation of the soul to the body, namely, that the former gives orders and the latter obeys. An example of a permanent property is that of God as ‘ an immortal living being,’ of a temporary property that of a particular man as * walking about in a gymnasium.’
The assignment of a property relatively produces either two or four problems. If the disputant assigns it to one thing and denies it of another, two problems only arise ; for example, when it is stated as the property of a man in relation to a horse that he is a biped.
For someone might argue that man is not a biped and that a horse is a biped ; by both these statements he would seek to remove the property. But if he assigns one of two attributes to each of two things and denies it of the other, there will be four problems ; for example, when he says that the property of a man in relation to a horse is that one is a biped and the other a quadruped. For then it is possible to argue that man is not a biped and that it is his nature to be r	481
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διότι δ ίππος δίπουν καί διότι ου τ€τράπουν οϊόν τ Ιπιχειρεΐν. όπως δ’ ούν δειχθεντος αναιρείται τδ προκείμενον.
Έστι δε τδ μεν καθ' αυτό ίδιον δ προς άπαντα 35 άποδίδοται και παντδς χωρίζει, καθάπερ ανθρώπου τδ ζωον θνητδν επιστήμης δεκτικόν, τδ δε πρδς ετερον δ μη άπδ παντδς άλλ’ από τινος τακτού διορίζει, καθάπερ αρετής πρδς επιστήμην, ότι τδ μεν εν πλείοσι, τδ δ* εν λογιστικω μόνον καί τοΐς εχουσι λογιστικόν πεφυκε γίνεσθαι. τδ δ* αει δ
129	a κατά πάντα χρόνον αληθεύεται καί μηδεποτ*
άπολείπεται, καθάπερ του ζώου τδ εκ φυχής καί σώματος συγκείμενον, τδ δἐ ποτε δ κατά τινα χρόνον αληθεύεται καί μη εξ ανάγκης αει παρεπε-5 ται, καθάπερ του τινός ανθρώπου τδ περιπατειν εν άγορα.
’Έστι δε τδ πρδς άλλο ίδιον άποδοΰναι τδ διαφοράν είπεΐν ή εν άπασι καί αει ή ως επι το πολύ καί εν τοΐς πλείστοις, οΐον εν άπασι μεν καί αει, καθάπερ τ δ ανθρώπου ίδιον πρδς ίππον ίο δτι δίπουν άνθρωπος μεν γάρ καί αει καί πας εστί δ 17τους, ίππος δ* ούδείς ἐστι δίπους ουδέποτε, ώς επί τδ πολύ δε καί εν τοΐς πλείστοις, καθάπερ τδ λογιστικού ίδιον πρδς επιθυμητικόν καί θυμικδν τω τδ μεν προστάττειν τδ δ* ύπηρετεΐν ούτε γάρ 482
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a quadruped, and it is also open to him to argue that the horse is a biped and that it is not a quadruped. If he can prove any one of these statements, the proposed attribute is destroyed.
An essential property is one which is assigned to something in contrast to everything else and sets a thing apart from everything else, for example, the property of man as ‘ a mortal living creature receptive of knowledge.’ A relative property is one which distinguishes a thing not from everything else but from some specified thing ; for example, the property of virtue in relation to knowledge is that it is the nature of the former to come into being in a number of faculties, of the latter to come into being in the reasoning faculty only and in creatures possessing that faculty. A permanent property is one which is true at all times and never fails ; for example, that of a living creature that it is ‘ composed of soul and body.’ A temporary property is one which is true at a particular time and is not always a necessary accompaniment, for example, that of a particular man as ‘ walking about in the market-place.’
To assign a property to something relatively to something else is to assert a difference between them either universally and permanently or usually and in the majority of cases. As an example of a universal and permanent difference we may take the property of man in relation to a horse, that he is a biped ; for man is always and in every case a biped, whereas no horse is ever a biped. A difference which is found usually and in most cases is exemplified in the property possessed by the reasoning faculty in relation to the appetitive and spirited faculty, namely, that the former commands while the latter serves ; for
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τό λογιστικόν πάντοτε προστάττει, άλλ' ενίοτε και προστάττεται, ούτε το επιθυμητικόν καί θυ-15 μικόν αει προστάττεται, άλλα και προστάττε ι ποτε, οτ αν η μοχθηρά η φνχη του ανθρώπου.
Ύών δ’ ιδίων ἐστι λογικά μάλιστα τά τε καθ' αυτά καί αει και τά προς ετερον. το μεν γάρ προς ετερον ίδιον πλείω προβλήματά ἐστι, καθάπερ 20 εϊπομεν και πρότερον · η γάρ δυο η τετταρα εξ ανάγκης γίνονται τα προβλήματα· πλείους οΰν οι λόγοι γίνονται προς ταΰτα. το δε καθ' αυτά καί το αει προς πολλά εστιν επιχειρεΐν η προς πλείους χρόνους παρατηρεΐν, το μεν καθ' αυτά πράς πολλά* πράς έκαστον γάρ των οντων δει ύπάρχειν αὐτῷ 2ό τά ίδιον, ώστ ει μη πράς άπαντα χωρίζεται, ούκ αν είη καλώς άποδεδομενον τά ίδιον, τά δ' αει πράς πολλούς χρόνους τη ρεΐν' καν γάρ ει μη υπάρχει καν ει μη υπήρξε καν ει μη υπάρξει, ούκ εσται ίδιον, τά δἐ ποτε ούκ εν άλλοις η πράς τάν νυν λεγόμενον χρόνον επισκοποΰμεν οϋκουν είσι 30 Λόγοι πράς αύτά πολλοί, λογικάν δἐ τοΰτ' Λστί πρόβλημα πράς ο λόγοι γενοιντ αν καί συχνοί καί καλοί.
Τό μεν οΰν πράς ετερον ίδιον ρηθεν εκ των περί τά συμβεβηκάς τόπων επισκεπτεον εστιν, ει τω μεν συμβεβηκε τω δε μη συμβεβηκεν' περί δε 35 των αει καί των καθ' αυτά διά τώνδε θεωρητεον.
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neither does the reasoning faculty always command but is also sometimes commanded, nor is the appetitive and spirited faculty always commanded but also sometimes commands, when a man’s soul is depraved.
Of properties those which are most suitable for arguments are the essential and the permanent and the relative. For a relative property, as we have already said,° produces several problems ; for the problems which arise are necessarily either two or four in number and, therefore, the arguments which arise in connexion with them are several. The essential and the permanent can be discussed in relation to a number of things and can be observed in relation to several periods of time. The essential can be discussed in contrast with a number of things ; for the property' must necessarily belong to it as contrasted with everything else that exists, and so, if the subject is not set apart by it in relation to everything else, the property cannot have been duly assigned. The permanent must be observed in relation to many periods of time ; for if it does not at present exist, or, if it has not existed in the past, or if it is not going to exist in the future, it will not be a property at all. On the other hand, we examine the temporary only in relation to what we call present time ; there are not,therefore, many arguments about it, whereas a problem suitable for argument is one about which numerous good arguments may arise.
What, then, has been called a relative property must be examined by means of the commonplaces about accident, to see whether it lias happened to one thing but not to another ; but permanent and essential properties must be viewed on the principles which now follow.
Suitability of each of the four kinds of property for discussion:
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129 b 11. Πρώτον [lev el μη καλώς άποδεδοται τό ὶδιον η καλώς, του δε μη καλώς η καλώς ἐστίν εν μεν, el μη διά γνωριμωτερων η γνωριμωτερων κεΐται το ίδιον, άνασκευάζοντα μεν ει μη διά 5 γνωριμωτερων, κατασκευάζοντα δἐ εΐ διά γνωριμωτερων. του δε μη διά γνωριμωτερων εστι το μεν, εΐ ολως άγνωστότερόν εστι το ίδιον ο' άπο-δίδωσι τούτον ον το ΐδιον εΐρηκεν ον γάρ εσται καλώς κείμενον το ίδιου, γνώσεως γάρ ενεκα το ίδιον ποιου μέθα’ διά γνωριμωτερων οΰν άποδοτεον οντω γάρ εσται κατανοεΐν ίκανώς μάλλον, οΐον 10 επει 6 θ εις πυράς ίδιον είναι το όμοι ότατον φυχη άγνωστοτερω κεχρηται του ττυρος τη φνχη (μάλλον γάρ ΐσμεν τί εστι πυρ η φνχη), ούκ αν εΐη καλώς κείμενον ίδιον πυράς το όμοιότατον φνχη. το δ\ ει μη γνωριμώτερόν εστι τάδε τῷδ* ύπαρχον, δει γάρ μη μόνον είναι γνωριμώτερόν του πράγ-15 μα τος, αλλά και οτι τώδ’ υπάρχει1 γνωριμώτερόν ύπαρχε ιν.2 6 γάρ μη είδώς εΐ τώδ5 ύπαρχε ι, ούδ’ εΐ τώδ* ύπάρχει μόνω γνωριεΐ, ώσθ* όποτερου τούτων συμβάντος ασαφές γίνεται το ίδιον, οΐον επει 6 θεις πυράς ίδιον τά εν ω πρώτω φνχη
1	Reading ύπάρχα with Wallies.
2	Reading υπάρχων with Wallies.
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II.	First, you must see whether the property has been rightly or wrongly assigned. One criterion of the rightness or wrongness of its assignment is to see whether the property is stated in terms which are less comprehensible or more comprehensible—in destructive criticism whether they are less comprehensible, in constructive argument whether they are more so. To prove that the terms are less comprehensible, one method is to see whether in general the property which your opponent assigns is less comprehensible than the subject of which he has stated it to be the property ; for then the property will not have been rightly stated. For it is for the sake of comprehension that we introduce the property ; therefore it must be assigned in more comprehensible terms, for it λ\111 thus be'possible to understand it more adequately. For example, a man who has asserted that it is a property of ‘ fire ‘ to be very like the soul,’ in using the term * soul * has employed something which is less comprehensible than fire (for we know better what ‘ fire * is than what ‘ soul * is), and so it would not be a correct statement of the property of fire to say that it is ‘ very like the soul.’ Another method is to see whether the property is not more comprehensibly attributed to the subject ; for not only ought the property to be more comprehensible than the subject, but it ought to be more comprehensible that it is attributed to the subject. For anyone who does not know whether it is an attribute of the subject, will also not know whether it is the attribute of that subject alone, so that, whichever of these two things occurs, the property becomes a matter of obscurity. For example, a man who has stated that it is a property of ‘ fire *
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Methods of testing whether a property has been correctly assigned:
(a) The property must be more evident than its subject.
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π€(j)VK€v είναι αγνωστοτόρω κόχρηται τοΰ ττυρός 20 τω el ev τουτω υπάρχει φυχη καί el ev πρώτω ύττάργ€.ι, ονκ αν eo? καλώς Kefaevov ίδιον πυρός το ev φ πρώτω φυχη π4φυκ€ν elvaι. KaraaKeva-ζοντα 8e el διά γνωριμωτόρων Keirai το ίδιον, καί el διά γνωριμωτόρων καθ' όκάτ€ρον των τρόπων, ’όσται yap καλώς κατά τούτο κ€ΐμ€νον τό ίδιον 25 των γάρ κατασκευαστικών τόπων τοΰ καλώς οι μϊν κατά τούτο μόνον οι δ’ απλώς 8ei£ovaiv ότι καλώς, ο ιον ὐτεί ό €ΐπας ζώου ίδιον τό αΐσθησιν εχειν διά γνωριμωτόρων και γvωpιμώτepov άπο-8ό8ωκ€ τό ίδιον καθ' eKarepov τών τρόπων, €ΐη αν καλώς ἐποδεδομἐυου κατά τούτο τοΰ ζώου ίδιον τό αΐσθησιν ὲνειυ.
30 Ἕττειτ’ άνασκ€υάζοντα μόν ei τι τών ονομάτων τών ev τω 18ίω άποδεδομενων πλeovαχώς λὲνεται η και όλος ό λόγος πλeίω σημαίνει- ου γάρ όσται καλώς κείμενον τό ίδιον, οιον ὐτει τό ala0avea0ai 7τλείω σημαίν€ΐ, ev μ£ν τό αΐσθησιν fyeiv ev 8e τό 35 ala0rjoei χρησθαι, ούκ αν εῖς τοΰ ζώου ίδιον καλώς
130	a κείμενου τό α'ισθάν€σθαι πεφυκός. διά τοΰτο δ*
ου χρηστόον ἐστιν οΰτ όνόματι πλέον αχώς Α eyo-
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to be ‘ that in which the soul by nature primarily exists ’ has brought in a consideration which is less comprehensible than fire, by raising the question \vhether the soul exists in it and whether it exists in it primarily ; and so it could not have been rightly asserted as a property of fire that it is ‘ that in which the soul by nature primarily exists.’ For constructive argument, on the other hand, you must see whether the property is stated in terms which are more comprehensible and whether they are more comprehensible in each of the two ways. For then the property will have been correctly stated in this respect ; for of the commonplaces used to support the correctness of the assignment, some will show that it is correctly assigned in this respect only, others that it is correctly assigned absolutely. For example, the man who has asserted as the property of a ‘ living-creature ’ that it is ‘ possessed of sensation ’ has both employed more comprehensible terms and made the property more comprehensible in each of the two ways ; and so to be ‘ possessed of sensation ’ would in this respect have been correctly assigned as a property of ‘ living creature.’
In the next place, for destructive argument, you (I) The must see whether any of the terms assigned in the
property is employed in several senses, or whether the P<*ty is vt J	Λ J·, ι	,i	·	·/»	.· subverted:
whole expression also has more than one signification ; q) if the
for if so, the property will not have been correctly hlS’Lvaral stated. For example, since ‘ to be sentient ’ signifies signiflca-more than one thing, namely, (a) ‘ to be possessed 0ftlons* sensation ’ and (b) ‘ to exercise sensation,’ ‘ to be by nature sentient > >vould not be correctly assigned as a property of ‘ living creature.’ Therefore, one must not use as signifying property either a word or an
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μένω ούτε λόγω τω το ’ίδιον σημαίνοντι, διότι το πλεοναχόυς λεγόμενον ασαφές ποιεί τό ρηθέν, άποροΰντος του μέλλοντος έπιχειρεΐν πότερον λέγει 5 των πλεοναχώς λεγομένων· τό γάρ ίδιον του μαθεΐν χάριν άποδίδοται.	ετι δε προς τουτοις
αναγκαΐόν ἐστιν έλεγχόν τινα γίνεσθαι τοΐς ούτως άποδιδοΰσι τό ίδιον, όταν επί του διαφωνοΰντός τις ποιη τον συλλογισμόν του πλεοναχώς λεγομένου, κατασκευάζοντα δἐ ει μη πλείω σημαίνει μήτε
ίο των ονομάτων μηδέν μηθ* ολος ό λόγος· έσται γαρ καλώς κατά τούτο κείμενον τό ίδιον, οΐον έπει ούτε τό σώμα πολλά δηλοΐ ούτε τό εύκινη-τότατον εις τον άνω τόπον ούτε τό συνολον τό εκ τούτων συντιθέμενον, είη αν καλώς κείμενον κατά τούτο πυράς ίδιον σώμα τό εύκινητότατον εις τον άνω τόπον.
15 ’Έπειτ άνασκευάζοντα μέν ει πλεοναχώς λέγεται τοΰτο ου τό ίδιον άποδίδωσι, μη διώρισται δέ τό τίνος αυτών ίδιον τίθησιν ου γάρ εσται καλώς άποδεδομένον τό ίδιον, δι* ας δ* αίτιας, ούκ άδηλόν έστιν εκ των πρότερον είρημένων' τά γάρ αυτά συμβαίνειν αναγκαΐόν έστιν. οΐον
20 επει τό έπίστασθαι τούτο πολλά σημαίνει (τό μέν γάρ έπιστημην εχειν αυτό, τό δ’ έπιστημη χρησθαι αυτό, τό δ* έπιστημην είναι αύτοΰ, τό δ’ έπιστημη χρησθα ι αύτοΰ), ούκ αν είη του έπίστασθαι τοΰτο 490
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expression which is used with several meanings, because anything which has several meanings renders the statement obscure, since he who is about to argue is doubtful which of the various meanings his opponent is using ; for the property is assigned in order to promote understanding. Further, besides this, an opportunity is necessarily offered to refute those who assign the property in this way, by basing one’s syllogism on the irrelevant meaning of a term used in several senses. In constructive argument, on the other hand, you must see whether any of the terms or the expression as a whole does not bear more than one meaning ; for the property will then be correctly asserted in this respect. For example, since neither ‘ body,’ nor ‘ that which most easily moves upwards,’ nor the whole expression made up by putting the two terms together has more than one meaning, it would be correct in this respect to assert that it is a property of fire that it is ‘ the body which most easily moves upwards.’
In the next place, for destructive criticism, you must see whether the term to which your opponent is assigning the property is used in several senses but no distinction has been made as to which of them it is whose property he asserts it to be ; for then the property will not have been correctly assigned. The reason for this is quite obvious from what has already been said ; for the results must necessarily be the same. For example, since ‘ knowledge of this ’ signifies several different things—for it means (a) that it has knowledge, (6) that it uses knowledge, (c) that there is knowledge of it and (d) that there is use of the knowledge of it—no property of ‘ knowledge of this * could be correctly assigned unless it has been
491
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καλώς ίδιον άποδεδομενον μἡ διορισθεντος του τινος τίθησιν αυτών τ6 ίδιον. κατασκευάζοντα 25 δἐ ει μ·η λεγεται πολλαχώς τούτο ον τό ίδιον τίθησιν, άλλ' εστιν εν και άπλοΰν' εσται γάρ καλώς κατά τούτο κείμενον τδ ίδιον. οΐον επεί 6 άνθρωπος λεγεται εν, ε’ίη αν καλώς κείμενον κατά τοΰ ανθρώπου ’ίδιον τό ζώον ήμερον φύσει.
’Έπειτ’ άνασκευάζοντα μεν el πλεονάκις είρηται 30 τό αυτό iv τω ίδίω. πολλάκις γάρ λανθάνουσι τούτο ποιονντες καί iv τοΐς ίδίοις, καθάπ€ρ καί iv τοΐς όροις. ου κ εσται δε καλώς κείμενον τό τούτο πεπονθός Ίδιον· ταράττει γάρ τον άκούοντα πλεονάκις λεχθεν ασαφές ουν άναγκαΐόν ἐστι γίνε-σθαι, καί προς τουτοις άδολεσχεΐν δοκοϋσιν. 35 εσται δε σνμπΐπτον τό πλεονάκις είπεΐν τό αυτό κατά δύο τρόπους, καθ' ενα μεν όταν όνομάση πλεονάκις τό αυτό, καθάπερ ει τις Ίδιον άποδοίη πυρός σώμα τό λεπτότατον τών σωμάτων (οντος γάρ πλεονάκις είρηκε τό σώμα), δεύτερον δ* αν τις μεταλαμβάνη τούς λόγους αντί τών ονομάτων, 130 b καθάπερ ει τις άποδοίη γης Ίδιον ουσία η μάλιστα κατά φύσιν φερομενη τών σωμάτων εις τον κάτω τόπον, επειτα μεταλάβοι αντί τών σωμάτων τό ουσιών τοιωνδί· εν γάρ καί ταύτόν ἐστι σώμα καί ουσία τοιαδί. εσται γάρ οντος τό ουσία 5 πλεονάκις είρηκώς, ώστ ουδέτερον <χν ειη καλώς κείμενον τών Ιδίων, κατασκενάζοντα δε ει μηδενι χρηται πλεονάκις ονόματι τω αύτώ' εσται γαρ
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definitely stated of which of these meanings the property is being asserted. For constructive argument one must see if that of which one is stating the property does not bear several meanings, but is one and single ; for then the property will be correctly stated in this respect. For example, since ‘ man ’ is used in only one sense, ‘ animal by nature civilized * would be correctly stated as a property in the case of ‘ man.’
Next, for destructive criticism, you must see (3) If the whether the same term has been used more than once feSednaore in describing the property; for, without it being than once in noticed, people often do this in describing properties, th?pr0!.n8 just as they do in definitions also. A property to Pertr. which this has occurred will not be correctly stated ; for frequent repetition confuses the hearer, and this necessarily causes obscurity, and, besides, an impression of nonsense is created. Repetition will be likely to occur in two ways ; firstly, when a man uses the same word more than once—for example, when he assigns to ‘ fire ’ the property of being ‘ the body which is lightest of bodies ’ (for he has used the word body more than once)— ; secondly, when he puts definitions in place of words ; for instance if he were to assign to ‘ earth ’ the property of being ‘ the substance which most of all bodies tends by its nature to be carried downwards ’ and were then to replace ‘ bodies ’ by ‘ substances of a certain kind ’ ; for ‘ body ’ and ‘ substance of a certain kind ’ are one and the same thing. He will thus have repeated the term ‘ substance,’ and so neither of the properties would be correctly stated. For constructive argument, on the other hand, one must see whether he avoids using the same term more than once ; for
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κατα τούτο καλώς άποδεδομενον το ίδιον, οϊον επε ι 6 είπας ανθρώπου ίδιον ζώον επιστήμης δεκτικόν ου κεχρηται τω αύτώ πολλάκις όνόματι, 10 είη αν κατά τούτο καλώς άποδεδομενον του ανθρώπου το ίδιον.
’Έπειτ’ άνασκευάζοντα μῖν el τοιοΰτόν τι άπο-δεδωκεν εν τω ιδ ίω ονομα, ο πάσιν υπάρχει, ά-χρεΐον γάρ εσται τό μη χωρίζον από τινων, το δ* εν τοΐς ίδίοις λεγόμενον χώριζειν δεῖ, καθάπερ 15 καί τα εν τοΐς οροις* ουκουν εσται καλώς κείμενον το ίδιον, οίον επει ό θείς επιστήμης ίδιον ό7Τό-ληφιν άμετάπειστον υπό λόγου, Ιυ ον, τοιουτω τινι κεχρηται εν τω ίδίω τω ενι ο πάσιν υπάρχει, οὐτ αν είη καλώς κείμενον τό της επιστήμης ίδιον. κατασκευάζοντα δε €ί μηδενι κεχρητα ι κοινώ, άλλ’ από τινος χωρίζον τι· εσται γάρ καλώς 20 κείμενον κατά τούτο τό ίδιον, οίον επει ό εΐπας ζώου ίδιον τό φνχην εχειν ούδενί κεχρηται κοινώ, εἵν ἂν κατά τούτο καλώς κείμενον ζώου ίδιον τό φυχην Ζχειν.
Έπειτ’ άνασκευάζοντα μεν ει πλείω ίδια άπο-δίδωσι του αύτοϋ, μη διορίσας ότι πλείω τίθησιν 25 ου γάρ εσται καλώς κείμενον τό ίδιον, καθάπερ
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then the property will have been correctly assigned in this respect. For example, he who has stated as a property of man that he is ‘ a living creature receptive of knowledge ’ has not used the same word more than once, and so the property of man would be in this respect correctly assigned.
Next, for destructive criticism, you must see (4) if the whether he has assigned in the property any term signed has which has a universal application, (for anything which unweraai^ does not distinguish the subject from any other things will be useless, but what is stated in properties, like what is stated in definitions, must make a distinction) and so the property will not be correctly assigned. For example, he who has laid down as a property of ‘ knowledge ’ that it is ‘a conception which cannot be changed by argument, because it is one,’ has made use in the property of a term, namely, the ‘ one,’ of such a kind as to be universally applicable, and so the property of knowledge cannot have been correctly assigned. For constructive purposes, on the other hand, you must see if he has used, not a common term, but one which distinguishes the subject from something else ; for then the property will have been correctly assigned in this respect.
For example, he who has said that ‘ the possession of a soul ’ is a property of ‘ living creature ’ has not used any common term, and so ‘ the possession of a soul ’ would in this respect be correctly assigned as a property of ‘ living creature.’
Next, for destructive criticism, see whether your (5) if many opponent assigns more than one property to the same are assigned
thimjf without definitely stating that he is laying to the same ι &	, .if thing with-
down more than one ; tor then the property will not out distinc-
have been correctly stated. For, just as in definitions tion·
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γάρ ούδ* εν τοΐς ορούς δεῖ παρά τόν δηλοΰντα λόγον την ουσίαν προσκ€ΐσθαί τι πλέον, ούτως ούδ’ iv τοΐς ίδίοις παρα τον ποιοΰντα λόγον ίδιον τό ρηθεν ούδεν προσαποδοτεον * άχρεΐον γάρ γίνεται το τοιοΰτον. οΐον επει ο είπας ίδιον πυρός σώμα το 30 Λεπτότατου καί κουφότατον πλείω άποδεδωκεν ίδια (εκάτερον γάρ κατά μόνον τ ου πυρός αληθές ἐστιν είπεΐν), ούκ αν είη καλώς κείμενον ίδιον πυρός σώμα τό λεπτότατον και κουφότατον. κατασκευάζοντα δ* ει μη πλείω του αύτοΰ τα ίδια άποδεδωκεν, ἀλλ’ εν εσται γάρ κατά τούτο 35 καλώς κείμενον τό ίδιον, οΐον επει ὀ είπας ύγροΰ ίδιον σώμα τό εις άπαν σχήμα άγόμενον εν άπο-δεδωκε τό ίδιον άλλ9 ου πλείω, είη αν κατά τούτο καλώς κείμενον τό του ύγροΰ ίδιον.
III.	Ἕπειτ’ άνασκενάζοντα μεν ει αὑτῷ προσ-κεχρηται ου τό ίδιον άποδίδωσιν, η τών α ύτοΰ
131	a τινι· ου γάρ εσται καλώς κείμενον τό ίδιον, τοΰ
γάρ μαθεΐν χάριν άποδίδοται τό ίδιον’ αυτό μεν ούν αύτώ ομοίως άγνωστόν ἐστι, τό δε τι τών αύτοΰ ύστερον οϋκουν εστι γνωριμώτερον. ώστ* ου γίνεται διά τούτων μάλλον τι μαθεΐν. οΐον 5 επει ό είπας ζώου ίδιον ουσίαν ής είδος ἐστιν 496
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also nothing more ought to be added beyond the expression which shows the essence, so too in properties nothing ought to be assigned beyond the expression which makes up the property which is asserted ; for such a proceeding proves useless. For example, a man who has said that it is a property of ‘ fire ’ to be the most subtle and lightest body ’ has assigned more than one property (for it is true to predicate each of these terms of fire alone), and so ‘ the most subtle and lightest body ’ would not be correctly stated as a property of fire. For constructive argument, on the other hand, you must see if the properties which your opponent has assigned to the same thing are not several but he has assigned only one ; for then the property will be correctly stated in this respect. For example, a man who has said that it is a property of ‘ liquid * to be ‘ a body which can be induced to assume any shape ’ has assigned one thing and not more than one as its property, and so the property of liquid would in this respect be correctly stated.
III.	Next, for destructive criticism, you must see (6) if the whether he has introduced either the actual subject con-whose property he is rendering or something be- fjgn|gS^Iied longing to it; for then the property will not be property, correctly stated. For the property is assigned to promote understanding ; the subject, then, itself is as incomprehensible as ever, while anything that belongs to it is posterior to it and, therefore, not more comprehensible, and so the result of this method is not to understand the subject any better. For example, he who has said that it is a property of ‘ living creature ’ to be ‘ a substance of which man is a species ’ has introduced something which belongs
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άνθρωπος τινι προσκεχρηται των τούτον, ούκ αν εϊη καλώς κείμενον το ίδιον. κατασκευάζοντα δε el μήτε αύτώ μήτε των αυτοΰ μηδενί χρηται. εσται γάρ καλώς κατά τούτο κείμενον το ίδιον. οΐον επει 6 θείς ζώου ’ίδιον το ἐκ φνχης καί σώματος συγκείμενον ούτε αυτω ούτε των αύτοϋ 10 ούδενι προσκεχρηται, είη αν καλώς κατά τούτο άποδεδομενον το του ζώου ίδιον.
Τόν αυτόν δε τρόπον καί επι τών άλλων σκεπτεον εστι τών μη ποιουντων η ποιουντων γνωριμώτερον, άνασκενάζοντα μεν ει τινι προσκεχρηται η αντιιό κειμενω η όλως άμα τη φύσει η υστερώ τινι’ ου γάρ εσται καλώς κείμενον το ίδιον, το μεν γάρ άντικείμενον άμα τη φύσει, το δ’ άμα τη φύσει και το ύστερον ον ποιεί γνωριμώτερον. οΐον επει 6 εΐπας αγαθού ίδιον δ κακώ μάλιστ άντίκειται, τω αντικείμενου προσκεχρηται τον αγαθόν, ούκ 20 αν εΐη τοΰ αγαθού καλώς άποδεδομενον το ίδιον, κατασκευάζοντα δε ει μηδενι προσκεχρητα ι μητ άντικειμενω μήτε όλως άμα τη φύσει μήθ' υστερώ· εσται γάρ κατά τούτο καλώς άποδεδομενον το ίδιον, οΐον επει 6 θείς επιστήμης ίδιον ύπόληφιν την πιστοτάτην ούδενί προσκεχρηται ούτ άντι-498
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to ‘ living creature,’ and so the property cannot be correctly stated. For constructive purposes you must see whether he avoids introducing either the subject itself or anything belonging to it ; for then the property will be correctly stated in this respect.
For example, he who has stated that it is a property of ‘ living creature ’ to be ‘ composed of soul and body ’ has not introduced the subject itself nor anything which belongs to it, and so the property of living creature would in this respect have been correctly assigned.
In the same manner inquiry must be made regard- (7) if the ing the other terms which do or do not make the th<f subject, subject more comprehensible. For destructive or some-criticism, you must see whether your opponent has clear than introduced anything either opposite to the subject g^fedasa or, in general, naturally simultaneous with it or property, posterior to it; for then the property will not be correctly stated. For the opposite of a thing is naturally simultaneous with it, and what is naturally simultaneous and what is posterior to a thing do not make it more comprehensible. For example, he who has said that it is a property of ‘ good * to be ‘ that which is most opposed to bad ’ has introduced the opposite of * good,’ and so the property of ‘ good ’ could not have been correctly assigned. For constructive argument, on the other hand, you must see whether he has avoided introducing anything which is either opposite to the subject, or naturally simultaneous with it, or posterior to it ; for then the property will have been correctly assigned in this respect.
For example, he who has stated that it is a property of ‘ knowledge ’ to be the most trustworthy conception ’ has not introduced anything either opposite
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25 κειμενω οϋθ* άμα rfj φύσει οϋθ* υστερώ, είη αν κατά τούτο καλώς κείμενον το της επιστήμης ίδιον.
Έπειτ’ άνασκευάζοντα μεν ει το μη αει παρεπόμενον ίδιον αποδεδωκεν, άλλα τούτο ο γίνεται ποτε μη ίδιον ον γάρ εσται καλώς είρημενον το 30 ίδιον, ούτε γάρ εφ* ω καταλαμβάνομεν ύπαρχον αυτό, κατά τούτου καί τοϋνομα εξ ανάγκης αληθεύεται* οντ’ ἐφ’ ω καταλαμβάνεται μη ύπάρχον, κατά τούτου εξ ανάγκης ου ρηθήσεται τοϋνομα. ετι δ ἐ 7τ ρος τούτοις ουδ* οτε άποδεδωκε το ίδιον, εσται φανερόν ει υπάρχει, είπε ρ τοιοντόν ἐστιν 35 οΐον άπολείπειν. οϋκουν εσται σαφές τό ίδιον' οΐον επεί ο θείς ζώου ίδιον τό κινεισθαί ποτε καί εστά-ναι τοιοΰτον άποδεδωκε τό ίδιον ο ου γίνεται ποτε ίδιον, ούκ αν είη καλώς κείμενον τό ίδιον, κατα-σκευάζοντα δἐ ει τό εξ άνάγκης άεί ον ίδιον άπο-131 b δεδωκεν εσται γάρ καλώς κείμενον τό ίδιον κατά τούτο, οΐον επεί ό θείς άρετής ίδιον ο τον εχοντα ποιεί σπουδαΐον τό άεί παρεπόμενον ίδιον άποδεδωκεν, είη αν κατά τούτο καλώς άποδεδο-μενον τό τής άρετής ίδιον.
5 Έπειτ’ άνασκευάζοντα μεν εί τό νυν ίδιον άποδιδούς μη διωρίσατο ότι τό νυν ίδιον άπο-δίδωσιν ου γάρ εσται καλώς κείμενον τό ίδιον. 500
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to the subject, or naturally simultaneous with it, or posterior to it, and so the property of knowledge will be correctly stated in this respect.
Next, for destructive criticism,youmust see whether (8) if the he has assigned as a property something which does SSgned not always accompany the subject but sometimes does not ceases to be a property ; for then the property will accompany not have been correctly asserted. For neither is the the subiect· name of the subject necessarily true of that to which we find that the property belongs, nor will it necessarily not be applied to that to which we find that the property does not belong. Further, besides this, even when he has assigned the property, it will not be clear whether it belongs, since it is of such a kind as to fail ; and so the property will not be clear. For example, he who has stated that it is a property of ‘ living creature ’ ‘ sometimes to move and sometimes to stand still ’ has assigned the kind of property which is sometimes not a property ; and so the property would not be correctly stated. For constructive argument, on the other hand, you must see if he has assigned what must of necessity always be a property ; for then the property will be correctly stated in this respect. For example, he who has stated that it is a property of ‘ virtue ’ to be ‘ that which makes its possessor good ’ has assigned as a property that which always accompanies its subject, and so the property of virtue would have been correctly assigned in this respect.
Next, for destructive criticism, you must see (9) If the whether, in assigning what is a property at the ^present* moment, he has omitted to state definitely that he is assigning what is a property at the moment ; for distinguish then the property will not be correctly stated. For,the time·
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πρώτον μεν γαρ το παρα το εσος γινομένου αἶταν διορισμοί» προσδειται’ ειώθασι δ* cos ἐπί τό 7τολό πάντως το αει παρακολουθούν ίδιον άποδιδόναι. 10 δεύτερον δἐ άδηλός εστιν 6 μη διορισάμενος el το νυν Ίδιον εβουλετο θ είναι- ούκουν δοτεον ἐστιν επιτιμήσεως σκήφιν. οΐον επει 6 θεμενος του τινος άνθρωπον ’ίδιον τό καθησθαι μετά τινος το νυν Ίδιον τίθησιν, ούκ αν ειη καλώς τό Ίδιον άποδε-δωκώς, ειπερ μη διορισάμενος εΐπεν. κατασκευά-15 ζοντα δ’ ει τό νυν Ίδιον άποδιδούς διορισάμενος εθηκεν ότι τό νΰν Ίδιον τίθησιν εσται γάρ καλώς κείμενον κατά τούτο τό Ίδιον, οΐον επει ο εϊπας του τινός άνθρωπον Ίδιον τό περιπατεΐν νΰν δια-στειλάμενος εθηκε τούτο, καλώς αν ειη κείμενον τό Ίδιον.
Έπειτ’ άνασκενάζοντα μεν ει τοιοντο άποδεδωκε 20 τό Ίδιον, ο φανερόν μη ἐστιν άλλως ύπαρχον η αισθησει· ου γάρ εσται καλώς κείμενον τό Ίδιον, άπαν γάρ τό αισθητόν εξω γινόμενον της αισθησεως άδηλον γίνεται- άφανες γάρ ἐστιν ει ετι υπάρχει, διά τό τη αισθησει μόνον γνωρίζεσθαι. εσται δ’ άληθες τούτο επι τών μη εξ άνάγκης αει παρακο-25 λουθουντων. οΐον επει ό θεμενος ήλιου Ίδιον άστρον φερόμενον υπέρ γης τό λαμπρότατου τοιουτω κεχρηται εν τω ιδίω τω υπέρ γης φερεσθαι, ο ττ) 502
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in the first place, any departure from custom needs to be definitely indicated, and men are usually accustomed to assign as property that which always accompanies the subject. Secondly, anyone who has not definitely laid down whether it was his intention to state what is a property at the moment, is obscure ; no pretext, therefore, should be given for criticism.
For example, he who has stated that it is a property of a certain man to be sitting with someone, states what is a property at the moment, and so he would not have assigned the property correctly, since he spoke without any definite indication. For constructive argument, you must see whether, in assigning what is a property at the moment, he stated definitely that he was laying down what was a property at the moment ; for then the property will be correctly stated in this respect. For instance, he who has said that it is a property of a particular man to be walking about at the moment, has made this distinction in his statement, and so the property would be correctly stated.
Next, for destructive criticism, you should see (io) if the whether the property which he has assigned is of assigned is such a kind that its presence is manifest only to	only
sensation ; for then the property will not be correctly senses, stated. For every object of sensation, when it passes outside the range of sensation, becomes obscure ; for it is not clear whether it still exists, because it is comprehended only by sensation. This will be true of such attributes as do not necessarily and always attend upon the subject. For example, he who has stated that it is a property of the sun to be ‘ the brightest star that moves above the earth ’ has employed in the property something of a kind which
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αίσθησει γνώριζεται, ονκ αν ειη καλώς το τον ήλιον άποδεδομενον ίδιον άδηλον γάρ εσται, όταν δύη 30 δ ήλιος, el φερεται ύπερ γης, διά το την αΐσθησιν τότε άπολείπειν ημάς. κατασκενάζοντα δ’ ει τοιοντον άποδεδωκε τδ Ίδιον, δ μη τη αίσθησει φανερόν εστιν η ο αισθητόν ον εξ ανάγκης ύπαρχον δηλόν εστιν εσται γαρ κατά τούτο καλώς κείμενον τό Ίδιον, οΐον επει 6 θεμενος επιφάνειας Ίδιον δ πρώτον κεχρωσται αισθητώ μεν τινι προσκεχρηται 35 τῷ κεχρώσθαι, τοιούτω δ’ ο φανερόν εστιν ύπαρχον αει, ειη αν κατά τοντο καλώς άποδεδομενον τό της επιφάνειας Ίδιον.
’Έπειτ άνασκενάζοντα μεν εΐ τον δρον ως Ίδιον άποδεδωκεν’ ον γάρ εσται καλώς κείμενον τό
132	a ίδιον ον γάρ δει δηλονν τό τί ην είναι τό Ίδιον.
οΐον επει 6 είπας άνθρωπον Ίδιον ζώον πεζόν δίπονν τό τί ην είναι σημαίνον αποδεδωκε τον άνθρωπον Ίδιον, ονκ αν ειη τό τον άνθρωπον Ίδιον καλώς άποδεδομενον. κατασκενάζοντα δε ει άντι-5 κατηγορούμενον μεν άποδεδωκε τό Ίδιον, μη τό τί ην είναι δε δηλοΰν. εσται γάρ κατά τοντο καλώς άποδεδομενον τό Ίδιον. οΐον επει ο θ εις άνθρωπον Ίδιον ζώον ήμερον φύσει άντικατηγο-ρούμενον μεν άποδεδωκε τό Ίδιον, ον τό τί ην 504
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is comprehensible only by sensation, namely, ‘ moving above the earth ’ ; and so the property of the sun would not have been correctly assigned, for it will not be manifest, when the sun sets, whether it is still moving above the earth, because sensation then fails us. For constructive argument, on the other hand, you must see whether the property which he has assigned is such that it is not manifest to the sensation, or, being sensible, obviously belongs of necessity to the subject; for then the property will be in this respect correctly stated. For example, he who has stated that it is a property of ‘ surface ’ to be ‘ that which is the first thing to be coloured,’ has employed a sensible attribute, namely ‘ to be coloured,’ but an attribute which obviously is always present, and so the property of ‘ surface ’ will in this respect have been correctly assigned.
Next, for destructive criticism, you must see (ii) if whether he has assigned the definition as a property ;	as
for then the property will not be correctly stated, for a property the property ought not to show the essence. For definition, example, he who has said that it is a property of man to be ‘ a pedestrian biped animal ’ has assigned as a property of man that which signifies his essence, and so the man’s property will not have been correctly assigned. For constructive argument, on the other hand, you must see whether he has assigned as the property a predicate which is convertible with the subject but does not signify the essence ; for then the property will have been correctly assigned in this respect. For example, he who has stated that it is a property of man to be ‘ by nature a civilized animal ’ has assigned a property which is convertible with the subject but does not signify the essence ; and so the
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εΐναι δε δηλοΰν, είη αν κατά, τούτο καλώς άπο-δεδομενον το ίδιον τοΰ ανθρώπου. ίο Ἕπειτ’ άνασκ€νάζοντα μεν €.1 μη εις το τί ἐστι θεις1 άποδεδωκε το ίδιον. δεῖ γάρ των ιδίων, καθάπερ καί των ορών, το πρώτον άποδίδοσθαι γένος, επειθ' όντως ηδη προσάπτεσθαι τα λοιπά, και χωρίζειν. ώστε το μη τούτον τον τρόπον κείμενον ίδιον ονκ αν είη καλώς άποδεδομόνον. 15 οΐον επεϊ 6 είπας ζώου ίδιον το φνχην εχειν ουκ εθηκεν βΐς το τί ἐστι το ζώον, ονκ αν είη καλώς κείμενον το τοΰ ζώου ίδιον, κατασκευάζοντα δε ει τις εις το τί ἐστι θεις ου το ίδιον άποδίδωσι, τα λοιπά προσάπτει’ εσται γάρ κατά τούτο καλώς άποδεδομενον το ίδιον, οΐον επεϊ 6 θεις ανθρώπου 20 ίδιον ζώον επιστήμης δεκτικόν εις το τί ἐστι θεις άπεδωκε το ίδιον, εΐη αν κατά τούτο καλώς κείμενον το ίδιον τοΰ ανθρώπου.
IV.	Πότερου μεν ονν καλώς η ου καλώς άπο-δεδοται το ίδιον, διά τώνδε σκεπτεον. πότερον δ* ίδιον εστιν δλως το είρημενον η οΰκ ίδιον, εκ 25 τώνδε θεωρητεον. οι γάρ απλώς κατασκευάζοντες το ίδιον οτι καλώς κεΐται τόποι οι αυτοί εσονται τοῖς ίδιον όλως ποιοΰσιν’ εν εκείνοις οΰν ρηθη-σονται.
1 Reading ἐστι dels with Dennison for ἐστιν 6 dels.
0 i.e. from other members of the same genus.
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property of man will have been correctly assigned in this respect.
Next, for destructive criticism, you must see (i2) if the whether he has assigned the property without placing	is
the subject in its essence ; for in properties, as in without definitions, the first term to be assigned ought to be the^ssence the genus, and then, and not till then, the other ^he subterms should be added and should distinguish the subject.® The property, therefore, which is not stated in this manner will not have been correctly assigned. For example, he who has said that it is a property of ‘ living creature ’ ‘ to possess a soul ’ has not placed ‘ living creature ’ in its essence, and so the property of ‘ living creature ’ would not be correctly stated. For constructive argument, on the other hand, you must see if he has placed the subject, whose property he is assigning, in its essence and then adds the other terms ; for then the property will have been correctly assigned in this respect. For example, he who has stated as a property of ‘ man ’ that he is ‘ a living creature receptive of knowledge * has placed the subject in its essence and then assigned the property, and so the property of ‘ man * would be correctly stated in this respect.
IV.	It is by these methods, then, that examination Rules for should be made to see whether the property has been Whether a correctly or incorrectly assigned. Whether thatbelongs which is asserted to be a property is really a property peltySaU: or not a property at all, must be considered on the follo\ving principles ; for the commonplaces which confirm absolutely that the property is correctly stated will be the same as those which make it a property at all, and will, therefore, be included in the statement of them.
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Πρώτον μῖν ovv άνασκβνάζοντα έπιβλεπειν ἐφ* 'έκαστον ου το ’ίδιον άποδεδωκεν, [οΐον] ει μηδενί υπάρχει, ἣ ει μη κατά τούτο αληθεύεται, η εΐ μη 30 ἐστιν ίδιον έκαστου αυτών κατ' εκείνο ου το ίδιον αποδεδωκεν ου γάρ εσται ίδιον τδ κείμενον είναι ίδιον, οΐον επεί κατά του γεωμετρικού ου κ αληθεύεται τδ άνεξαπάτητον είναι ύπδ λόγου (άπα-τάται γάρ 6 γεωμετρικός εν τω φευδογραφεΐσθαι), ούκ αν είη του επιστημονος ίδιον τδ μη άπατάσθαι 35 ύπδ λόγου. κατασκευάζοντα δ’ ει κατά παντός αληθεύεται και κατά τοϋτ αληθεύεται· εσται γάρ ίδιον τδ κείμενον ῖμὴ) είναι1 ίδιον, οΐον επει το 132 b ζωον επιστήμης δεκτικόν κατά παντός ανθρώπου αληθεύεται και fj άνθρωπος, είη αν ανθρώπου ίδιον τδ ζωον επιστήμης δεκτικόν. εστι δ* 6 τόπος ούτος άνασκευάζοντι μεν, ει μη καθ* ου τοϋνομα, 5 και 6 λόγος αληθεύεται, και ει μη καθ* οὑ ο λόγος, και τοϋνομ α αληθεύεται' κατασκευάζοντι δε, ει καθ* ου τούνομα, και δ λόγος, καί ει καθ’ οὑ 6 λόγος, και τούνομα κατηγορεΐται.
*Έπειτ9 άνασκευάζοντα μεν ει μη καθ’ ου τούνομα, και ό λόγο?, καί ει μη καθ* ου δ λόγος, καί 1 Reading (μη) είναι with Pacius, Waitz and Strache.
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First of all, then, for destructive criticism, you must look at each subject of which he has assigned the property, and see whether it does not belong to any of them, or whether it is not true in the particular respect in question, or whether it is not a property of each of them as regards that of which he has assigned the property ; for then that which is stated to be a property will not be a property. For example, seeing that it is not true to say about a geometrician that he is ‘ not liable to be deceived by argument ’ (for he is deceived when a false figure is drawn), it could not be a property of a scientific man ‘ not to be deceived by argument.’ For constructive purposes, on the other hand, you must see whether the property is true in every case and in the particular respect in question ; for then what is stated not to be a property will be a property. For example, seeing that ‘ a living creature receptive of knowledge ’ is a true description of every man and true qua man, it would be a property of man to be ‘ a living creature receptive of knowledge.’ The object of this commonplace is, for destructive criticism, to see whether the description a is untrue of that of which the name b is true, and whether the name is untrue of that of which the description is true ; on the other hand, in constructive argument, the object is to see whether the description also is predicated of that of which the name is predicated, and whether the name also is predicated of that of which the description is predicated.
Next, for destructive criticism, you must see whether the description is not asserted of that of which the name is asserted, and if the name is not asserted of that of which the description is asserted ;
509
It is not a property (a) if it docs not concur with each individual.
(b) If the description is not asserted of that of which the
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ίο τοϋνομ α λεγεται· ου γάρ ear αι ίδιον τό κείμενον ίδιον είναι. οΐον επει τδ μεν ζωον επιστήμης μετεχον αληθεύεται κατά του θεοΰ, δ δ' άνθρωπος ον κατηγορεΐται, ούκ αν είη του ανθρώπου ίδιον ζωον επιστήμης μετεχον. κατασκευάζοντα δε εί καθ' ου δ λόγος, και τοϋνομα κατηγορεΐται, και 15 καθ' ου τοϋνομα, και δ Λὐχο? κατηγορεΐται* εσται γάρ ίδιον τδ κείμενον μη είναι ίδιον, οΐον επει καθ' ου τδ φυχήν εχειν, τδ ζωον αληθεύεται, και καθ' ου τδ ζωον, τδ φυχήν ϋχειν, είη αν τδ φυχήν εχειν του ζώου ίδιον.
’Έπειτ' άνασκευάζοντα μεν ει τδ υποκείμενον 20 ίδιον άπεδωκε του εν τω ϋποκειμενω λεγόμενον ου γάρ εσται ίδιον τδ κείμενον ίδιον, οΐον επει δ άποδούς ίδιον του λεπτομερέστατου σώματος τδ πυρ τδ υποκείμενον άποδεδωκε του κατηγορουμένου ίδιον, ούκ αν είη τδ πυρ σώματος τοΰ λεπτομερέστατου ίδιον. διά τούτο δ' ούκ εσται 25 τδ υποκείμενον τοΰ εν τω ύποκειμενω ίδιον, ότι τδ αύτδ πλειόνων εσται και διαφόρων τω είδει ίδιον. τω γάρ αύτω πλείω τινα διάφορα τω είδει υπάρχει κατά μόνου λεγόμενα, ών εσται πάντων ίδιον τδ υποκείμενον, εάν τις ουτω τιθήται τδ ίδιον, κατασκευάζοντα δ' ει τδ εν τω ύπο-510
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for then the property which is stated will not be a name is property. For example, since a ‘ living creature and^Se’ which partakes of knowledge * is true of ‘ God ’ but f>ersa-‘ man ’ is not predicated of ‘ God,’ a ‘ living creature which partakes of knowledge * would not be a property of man. For constructive argument, on the other hand, you must see whether the name also is predicated of that of which the description is predicated, and whether the description also is predicated of that of which the name is predicated ; for then that which is asserted not to be a property will be a property. For example, since ‘ living creature * is true of that of which ‘ possessing a soul * is true, and ‘ possessing a soul ’ is true of that of which ‘ living creature ’ is true, ‘ possessing a soul * would be a property of ‘ living being. ’
Next, for destructive criticism, you must see (c) if the whether he has assigned the subject as a property assigned* of that which is said to be ‘ in the subject ’ ; for then the pro-what is stated to be a property will not be a property. per y’ For example, he who has assigned ‘ fire * as a property of ‘ the body consisting of the most subtle particles,’ has assigned the subject as a property of its predicate, and so ‘ fire ’ could not be a property of ‘ the body consisting of the most subtle particles.’
The subject will not be a property of that which is in the subject for this reason, namely, that the same thing will then be the property of a number of specifically different things. For a number of specifically different things belong to the same thing, being asserted to belong to it alone, of all of which the subject will be a property, if one states the property in this manner. For constructive argument, on the other hand, you must see whether lie assigned what
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30 κειμένω άπέδωκεν ίδιον του υποκειμένου. εσται γάρ ίδιον το κείμενον μη είναι ίδιον, εάνπερ κατά μόνων κατηγορηται, ών εϊρηται το ίδιον. οιον επει 6 είπας γης ίδιον σώμα το βαρυτατον τω είδει του υποκειμένου άπέδωκε το ίδιον κατά μόνου λεγόμενον του πράγματος, και ως το ίδιον κατηγορεΐται, εΐη αν το της γης ίδιον όρθώς κείμενον.
35 Ἕπειτ* άνασκευάζοντα μεν ει κατά μέθεξιν άπέδωκε το ίδιον' ου γάρ εσται ίδιον το κείμενον
133	a είναι ίδιον, τό γάρ κατά μέθεξιν ύπαρχον εις το
τί ην είναι συμβάλλεται* είη δ’ αν τό τοιοΰτο διαφορά τις κατά τινος ενός είδους λεγομένη. οιον επει 6 είπας ανθρώπου ίδιον τό πεζόν δίπουν κατά μέθεξιν άπέδωκε τό ’ίδιον, ου κ αν είη τάν-5 θρώπου ίδιον τό πεζόν δίπουν. κατασκευάζοντα δε ει μη κατά μέθεξιν άπέδωκε τό ίδιον, μηδέ τό τί ην είναι δηλοΰν, άντικατηγορουμένου του πράγματος■■ εσται γάρ ίδιον τό κείμενον μη είναι ίδιον, οιον επει 6 θεις ζώου ίδιον τό αίσθάνεσθαι πεφυκός ούτε κατά μέθεξιν απέδωκεν ίδιον ούτε τό τί ην ίο είναι δηλοΰν, άντικατηγορουμένου του πράγματος, είη αν ζώου ίδιον τό αίσθάνεσθαι πεφυκός.
’Έττειτ’ άνασκευάζοντα μεν ει μη ενδέχεται άμα 512
TOPICA, V. ιν
is in the subject as a property of the subject ; for then what is stated not to be a property will be a property, if it is predicated only of those things of which it has been asserted to be the property. For example, he who has said that it is a property of ‘ earth * to be ‘ specifically the heaviest body ’ has assigned as a property of the subject something which is asserted of that thing alone, and it is predicated as the property ; and so the property of ‘ earth ’ would be correctly stated.
Next, for destructive criticism, you must see whether he assigned the property as something of which the subject partakes ; for then that which is stated to be a property will not be a property. For that which belongs because the subject partakes of it is a contribution to its essence, and, as such, would be a differentia attributed to some one species. For example, he who has said that it is a property of ‘ man ’ to be a ‘ pedestrian biped ’ has assigned the property as something of which the subject partakes, and so ‘ pedestrian biped ’ could not be a property of ‘ man.’ For constructive argument, on the other hand, you must see whether he has failed to assign the property as something of which the subject partakes, or as showing the essence, the subject being convertible ; for then what is stated not to be a property will be a property. For example, he who has stated that it is a property of ‘ living creature * to be ‘ naturally possessed of sensation ’ has assigned a property neither as partaken of by the subject nor as showing its essence, the subject being convertible ; and so to be ‘ naturally possessed of sensation ’ would be a property of ‘ living creature.’
Next, for destructive criticism, you must see
s	513
(d) If that, is assigned as a property which belongs to the subject as a differentia.
(e) If that is assigned
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ύπάρχειν τό ίδιον, άλλ* ή ύστερον ή πρότερον ή ου τοΰνομα* ου γάρ εσται ίδιον τό κείμενον είναι 15 ίδιον, ή ουδέποτε ή ούκ αει. οΐον επει ενδεχεται και πρότερον τινι ύπάρξαι και ύστερον το βαδίζειν διά της αγοράς η τό άνθρωπος, ούκ αν εϊη το βαδίζειν διά της αγοράς του ανθρώπου ίδιον, η ούδεποτ' η ούκ αει. κατασκευάζοντα δε ει άμα εξ ανάγκης αει υπάρχει, μήτε ορος ον μήτε δια-20 φορά' εσται γάρ ίδιον το κείμενον μη είναι ίδιον, οΐον επει τό ζωον επιστήμης δεκτικόν άμα εξ άνάγκης άει υπάρχει και τό άνθρωπος, ούτε διαφορά ον ούθ’ ορος, είη αν τό ζωον επιστήμης δεκτικόν του ανθρώπου ίδιον.
’Έπειτ’ άνασκευάζοντα μεν ει των αύτών, ή 25 ταύτά ἐστι, μή ἐστι τό αύτό ίδιον ού γάρ εσται ίδιον τό κείμενον είναι ίδιον, οΐον επει ούκ εστι διωκτοΰ τό φαίνεσθαί τισιν άγαθόν ίδιον, ούδ* αν αιρετού είη ίδιον τό φαίνεσθαί τισιν άγαθόν· ταύτόν γάρ εστι τό δι ωκτόν και τό αιρετόν, κατασκευάζοντα δ’ ει του αύτου, ή ταύτό εστι, 30 ταύτό ίδιον' εσται γάρ ίδιον τό κείμενον μή είναι 514
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whether the property cannot possibly belong· simul- as a pro-,	.	, J r . γ’ .	r ,1 .	*?	.	perty which
taneously but must belong as something posterior or fs pri0r or
prior to that to which the name belongs ; for then postcrior to that which is stated to be a property will not be a property, that is to say, it will be either never or not always a property. For example, since it is possible for ‘ walking through the market-place ’ to be an attribute of something as both prior and posterior to the attribute ‘ man,’ ‘ walking through the marketplace ’ could not be a property of ‘ man,’ that is to say, it would be either never or not always a property.
For constructive argument you must see whether the property always belongs of necessity simultaneously, being neither a definition nor a differentia ; for then what is stated not to be a property will be a property.
For example, ‘ animal receptive of knowledge ’ always belongs of necessity simultaneously with ‘ man ’ and is neither a differentia nor a definition, and so ‘ animal receptive of knowledge ’ would be a property of ‘ man.’
Next, for destructive criticism, you must see whether (/) if the the same thing fails to beja property of things which fai™\ohbe8 are the same as the subject, in so far as they are the ^t^of the same; for then what is stated to be a property will not same things, be a property. For example, since it is not a property of an 4 object of pursuit ’ to ‘ appear good to certain same, people,’ neither could it be a property of an ‘ object of choice ’ to ‘ appear good to certain people ’ ; for ‘ object of pursuit ’ and ‘ object of choice ’ are the same thing. For constructive argument, on the other hand, you must see whether the same thing is a property of something which is the same as the subject, in so far as it is the same ; for then what is stated not to be a property will be a property. For
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ίδιον. οΐον επεΐ ανθρώπου, fj άνθρωπος εστι, λεγεται ίδιον τό τριμερή φυχην εχειν, και βροτοΰ, fj βρότος ἐστιν, εΐη αν ‘ίδιον τό τριμερή φυχην εχειν. χρήσιμος δ* 6 τόπος οὑτο? και επί τοΰ συμβεβηκότος· τοΐς γαρ αύτοΐς, η ταύτά ἐστι, ταύτά δει ύπάρχειν η μη ύπαρχειν.
35 Έπειτ άνασκευάζοντα μεν ει των αυτών τω εΐ-δει μη ταυ τον αει τω εΐδει τό ίδιον ἐστιν* ουδέ γάρ 133 b τοΰ είρημενού εσται ίδιον τό κείμενον είναι ίδιον, οΐον επει τ αυτόν ἐστι τω εΐδει άνθρωπος και ίππος, ούκ αει δε τοΰ Ιππου εστιν ίδιον τό εστάναι ύφ’ αύτοΰ, ούκ αν εΐη τοΰ ανθρώπου ίδιον τό κι-νεΐσθαι ύφ’ αύτοΰ· ταύτόν γάρ ἐστι τω εΐδει τό 5 κινεΐσθαι και εστάναι ύφ’ αύτοΰ, η ζωον δ* εστιν εκάτερον αυτών συμβεβηκεν.1 κατασκευάζοντα 8’ ει των αυτών τω εΐδει ταύτόν αει τό ’ίδιον εσται γάρ 'ίδιον τό κείμενον μη είναι ‘ίδιον. οΐον επε\ ανθρώπου εστιν ‘ίδιον τό είναι πεζόν δίπουν, και ορνιθος αν εΐη ‘ίδιον τό είναι πτηνόν δίπουν εκά-ιο τερον γάρ τούτων εστι ταύτόν τω εΐδει, fj τα μεν ώς ύπό τό αυτό γένος εστιν εΐδη, ύπό τό ζωον όντα, τα δἐ ώς γένους διαφοραί, τοΰ ζώου, οΰτος δ‘ 6 τόπος φευδης εστιν, όταν τό μεν ετερον τών λεχθεντων εν ϊ τινι μονω ύπάρχη εΐδει, τό δ* ετερον πολλοΐς, καθάπερ τό πεζόν τετράπουν.
15 Έπει δε τό ταύτόν και τό ετερον πολλαχώς
1 ἡ ζωον <δ’> εστιν εκάτερον αυτών συμβεβηκεν] Strache-Wallies.
β Plato, Republic iv. 435 β ff.
6 i.e. there are many pedestrian quadrupeds besides the horse, but man is the only pedestrian biped.
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example, since it is said to be a property of ‘ man,’ qua man, ‘ to possess a tripartite soul,’ ° it would also be a property of ‘ mortal,’ qua mortal, ‘ to possess a tripartite soul.’ This commonplace is useful also in dealing with an accident ; for the same things must necessarily belong or not belong to the same things in so far as they are the same.
Next, for destructive criticism you must see (g) if the whether the property of things which are the same	°f
in kind are not always the same in kind ; for then which are neither will that which is stated to be a property be tEamc is a property of the proposed subject. For example, ^a^ys since man and horse are the same in kind and it is not the same.' always a property of a horse to stand still of his own accord, neither could it be a property of a man to move of his own accord, since to stand still and to move of one’s own accord are the same in kind and have occurred in as much as each of them is an animal.
For constructive argument, on the other hand, you must see whether the property of things which are the same in kind is always the same ; for then what is stated not to be a property will be a property. For example, since it is a property of ‘ man to be a ‘ pedestrian biped,’ it would also be a property of ‘ bird ’ to be a ‘ winged biped ’ ; for each of these is the same in kind, in as much as ‘ man * and ‘ bird * are the same, being species falling under the same genus, namely ‘ animal,’ while ‘ pedestrian ’ and ‘ winged ’ are the same, being differentiae of the genus, namely ‘ animal.’ This commonplace is misleading when one of the properties mentioned belongs to one species only, while the other belongs to many, as, for instance, ‘ pedestrian quadruped.’ b
Now, since ‘ same ’ and ‘ different ’ have several (λ) if what
is the pro-
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λεγεται, εργον carl σοφιστικώς λαμβάνοντι ενός άποδοΰναι καί μόνου τινος το ίδιον. το γάρ ύπαρχον τινι ω συμβεβηκε τι, και τω συμβεβηκότι υπάρξει λαμβανομενω μετά του ω συμβεβηκεν, οΐον το ύπαρχον άνθρώπω και Αευκω άνθρώπω 20 ύπάρξει, αν ἡ λευκός άνθρωπος, και τό λευκω δε άνθρώπω ύπαρχον και άνθρώπω ύπάρξει. δια-βάλλοι δ* αν τις τα πολλά των ιδίων, τό ύποκεί-μενον άλλο μεν καθ’ αύτό ποιων άλλο δε μετά του συμβεβηκότος, οΐον άλλο μεν άνθρωπον είναι 25 λεγων άλλο δε λευκόν άνθρωπον, ετι δε ετερον ποιων την εξιν καί τό κατά την εξιν λεγόμενον, τό γάρ τη εξει ύπαρχον και τω κατά την εξιν λεγομενω ύπάρξει, καί τό τω κατά την εξιν λεγο-μενω ύπάρχον καί τη εξει ύπάρξει. οΐον επεί 6 επιστήμων κατά την επιστήμην λεγεται διακεΐ-30 σθαι, ούκ αν εΐη τής επιστήμης ίδιον τό αμετάπειστου ύπό λόγου' καί γάρ ό επιστήμων εσται άμετάπει στος ύπό λόγου. κατασκευάζοντα δε ρητεον οτι ούκ ἐστιν ετερον απλώς τό ω συμ-βεβηκε καί τό συμβεβηκός μετά του ω συμβεβηκε Ααμβανόμενον, άλλ’ άλλο λεγεται τω ετερον είναι αύτοΐς τό είναι' ου ταύτόν γάρ ἐστιν άνθρώπω τε 35 τό είναι άνθρώπω καί λευκω άνθρώπω τό είναι άνθρώπω λευκω. ετι δἐ θεωρητεον εστί παρά τός 134 a πτώσεις, λεγοντα διότι οϋθ’ ο επιστήμων εσται τό άμετάπειστον ύπό λόγου άλλ’ ό άμετάπει στος ύπό λόγου, οΰθ’ ή επιστήμη τό άμετάπει στον ύπό 518
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meanings, it is a difficult task with a sophistical opponent to assign the property of some one thing taken by itself. For that \vhich belongs to something to which an accident is attached will also belong to the accident taken with the subject to which it is attached. For example, what belongs to ‘ man ’ will also belong to ‘ white man,’ if there is a white man, and what belongs to ‘ white man ’ will also belong to ‘ man.’ One might, therefore, misrepresent the majority of properties by making the subject one thing when taken by itself and another thing when taken with its accident, saying, for example, that ‘ man ’ is one thing and ‘ white man ’ another thing, and, further, by making a difference between the state and that which is described in the terms of the state. For that which belongs to the state will belong also to that which is described in the terms of the state, and that which belongs to what is described in the terms of the state will belong also to the state. For example, since the condition of a scientist is described in the terms of his science, it cannot be a property of ‘ science * to be ‘ proof against the persuasion of argument,’ for then the scientist also, will be ‘ proof against the persuasion of argument.’ For constructive purposes you should say that that to which the accident belongs is not absolutely different from the accident taken with that to which it is accidental, but is called ‘ other than it ’ because their kind of being is different ; for it is not the same thing for a ‘ man ' to be a man * and for a ‘ white man ’ to be a ‘ white man.’ Further, you should look at the inflexions, maintaining that the scientist is not ‘ that which ’ but ‘ he who * is proof against the persuasion of argument, while Science is
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perty of the subject alone is not the property when joined to an accident and vice versa.
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λόγον άλλ* η άμετάπει ατος ύπό λόγου· ττ ρος γάρ τον πάντως ενιστάμενον πάντως άντιτακτεον ἐστίν.
5 V. Έπειτ’ άνασκενάζοντα μεν el το φύσει ύπαρχον βονλόμενος άποδοϋναι τούτον τον τρόπον τίθησι τῆ λεξει, ώστε το αει ύπαρχον σημαίνειν δόξειε γάρ αν κινεΐσθαι το κείμενον είναι ίδιον, οΐον επει ο εϊπας άνθρωπον ίδιον τό δίπονν βούλεται μεν τό φύσει ύπάρχον άποδιδόναι, σημαίνει ίο δε τη λεξει τό αει ύπάρχον, ονκ αν εϊη ανθρώπου ίδιον τό δίπονν ον γάρ πας άνθρωπός ἐστι δύο πόδας €χων. κατασκευάζοντα δ' ει βούλεται τό φύσει ύπάρχον ίδιον άποδιδόναι καί τη λεξει τούτον τον τρόπον σημαίνει· ου γάρ κινησεται κατά τοΰτο τό ίδιον, οΐον επει ἀ άνθρωπον ίδιον άπο-15 διδονς τό ζωον επιστήμης δεκτικόν καί βούλεται καί τη λεξει σημαίνει τό φύσει ύπάρχον ίδιον, ούκ αν κινοΐτο κατά τούτο, ως ονκ εστιν άνθρωπον ίδιον τό ζωον επιστήμης δεκτικόν.
Έτι όσα λεγεται ως κατ άλλο τι πρώτον η ώς πρώτον αυτό, εργον εστιν άποδοΰναι τών τοιούτων 20 τό ίδιον εάν μεν γάρ τον κατ’ άλλο τι ίδιον άποδώς, καί κατά τον πρώτου άληθεύσεται, εάν δε τ ου πρώτου θης, καί του κατ' άλλο κατηγο-
° Scientist being masculine and Science feminine in Greek. 520
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not ‘ that which ’ but ‘ she who ’ a is proof against the persuasion of argument ; for against the man who uses every kind of objection, you should use every kind of opposition.
V.	Next, for destructive criticism, you should see whether your opponent, while he intends to assign to the subject an attribute which naturally belongs, expresses himself in such language as to signify one which always belongs ; for then that which is stated to be a property λνοιιΐά seem to be subverted. For example, he who has said that * biped * is a property of man intends to assign an attribute which belongs by nature, but, by the language which he uses, signifies an attribute which always belongs ; and so ‘ biped ’ could not be a property of man, since every man is not in possession of two feet. For constructive purposes, on the other hand, you must see whether he intends to assign as a property that which belongs by nature and signifies this by the language which he uses ; for then the property will not be subverted in this respect. For example, he who assigns as a property of man that he is ‘ an animal receptive of knowledge * both has the intention and succeeds in signifying by his language the property which belongs by nature, and so ‘ an animal receptive of knowledge cannot be subverted in this respect on the ground that it is not a property of man.
Further, it is a difficult task to assign the property of such things as are described primarily in the terms of something else or primarily in themselves ; for if you assign a property of that which is described in the terms of something else, it will be true also of that which is primary ; whereas if you state it of something which is primary, it will also be predicated of
521
Various rules for subverting a proposition: (a) Observe whether an attribute which belongs naturally is assigned as always belonging.
[Note on the difficulty of rendering things which are called as they are primarily after something else,
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ρηθησεται. οΐον εάν μεν τις επιφάνειας ίδιον αποδώ το κεχρώσθαι, και κατά σώματος άλη-θευσετα ι το κεχρώσθ αι, εάν δε σώματος, καί 25 κατ’ επιφάνειας κατηγορηθησεται. ώστε ον καθ' οδ 6 λὸνος·, και τοὔνομα άληθεύσεται.
Συμβαίνει δ’ εν ενίοις των Ιδίων ως επί τδ πολύ γίνεσθαί τινα αμαρτίαν παρά το μη διορίζεσθαι πώς και τίνων τίθησι το ίδιον, άπαντες γάρ επι-χειροΰσιν άποδιδόναι το ίδιον η το φύσει ύπάρ-30 χον, καθάπερ ανθρώπου τδ δίπουν, η τδ ύπαρχον, καθάπερ άνθρώπου τινδς τδ τετταρας δακτύλους όχειν, η εΐδει, καθάπερ πυρδς τδ λεπτομερέστατου, η απλώς, καθάπερ ζώου τδ ζην, η κατ* άλλο, καθάπερ ψυχής τδ φρόνιμον, η ως τδ πρώτον, καθάπερ λογιστικού τδ φρόνιμον, η ως τω 35 εχειν, καθάπερ επιστημονος τδ αμετάπειστου ύπδ λόγου (ούδεν γάρ ετερον η τω 'όχειν τι εσται ά-134 b μετάπειστος ύπδ λόγου), η τω εχεσθαι, καθάπερ επιστήμης τδ αμετάπειστου ύπδ λόγου, η τω μετεχεσθαι, καθάπερ ζώου τδ αίσθάνεσθαι (αισθάνεται μεν γάρ καί άλλο τι, οΐον άνθρωπος, αλλά μετόχων1 ηδη τούτου2 αισθάνεται), η τω μετεχειν, 5 καθάπερ τού τινδς ζώου τδ ζην. μη προσθείς μεν οΰν τδ φύσει αμαρτάνει, διότι ενδεχεται τδ φύσει ύπάρχον μη ύπάρχειν εκείνω ω φύσει
1 Reading μετέχων for μςτέχον.
2 Reading τούτου for τούτο.
α i.e. ‘ surface ’ will not be applicable to everything which can be described as ‘ coloured,’ since a body is coloured but is not a surface. ‘ Body ’ will not be applicable to everything which can be described as ‘ coloured,’ since a surface is coloured but is not. a body.
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that which is described in the terms of something else. For example, if one assigns ‘ coloured ’ as a property of ‘ surface,’ ‘ coloured ’ will also be true of ‘ body,’ but if one assigns it as a property of ‘ body,’ it will also be predicated of ‘ surface,’ so that the name also will not be true of that of which the description is true.®
With some properties it usually happens that an error arises from lack of a definite statement how and of what the property is stated. For everyone attempts to assign as the property of a thing either that which belongs by nature, as ‘ biped ’ belongs to man, or that which actually belongs, as ‘ possessing four fingers ’ belongs to a particular man, or specifically, as ‘ consisting of the most subtle particles ’ belongs to ‘ fire/ or absolutely, as ‘ life * belongs to ‘ living creature,’ or in virtue of something else, as ‘ prudence ’ belongs to the ‘ soul/ or primarily, as ‘ prudence ’ belongs to the ‘ faculty of reason,’ or owing to something being in a certain state, as ‘ proof against the persuasion of argument ’ belongs to the ‘ scientist ’ (for it is only because he is in a certain state that he will be ‘ proof against the persuasion of argument ’), or because it is a state possessed by something, as ‘ proof against the persuasion of argument ’ belongs to ‘ science,’ or because it is partaken of, as ‘ sensation ’ belongs to ‘ living creature ’ (for something else also possesses sensation, e.g. ‘ man,’ but he does so because he already partakes of ‘ living creature ’), or because it partakes of something, as ‘ life ’ belongs to a particular ‘ living creature.’ A man, therefore, errs if he does not add the words ‘ by nature,’ for it is possible for that which belongs by nature not actually to belong to that to
523
or primarily in themselves.]
(δ) Observe whether the manner and subject of the property are accurately defined..
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υπάρχει, καθάπερ άνθρώπω τό δύο πόδας ζχειν. μη διορία ας δ' οτ ι τό ύπαρχον άποδίδωσιν, ότι ούκ εσται τοιοϋτον οΐον νυν υπάρχει εκείνω,1 καθά-ιο περ τό τετταρας δακτύλους εχειν τον άνθρωπον, μη δηλώσας δε διότι ως πρώτον η ως κατ άλλο τίθησιν, ότι ου καθ' ου ό λόγος, και τοϋνομα άλη-θεύσεται, καθάπερ τό κεχρώσθαι, εΐτε της επιφάνειας είτε του σώματος άποδοθεν ίδιον. μη προείπας δε διότι ή τω €χειν η τω εχεσθαι τό 15 ίδιον άποδεδωκε, δι ότι ούκ εσται ίδιον υπάρξει γάρ, εάν μεν τω εχεσθαι αποδίδω τό ίδιον, τω εχοντι, εάν δε τω εχοντι, τω εχομενω, καθάπερ τό άμετάπειστον υπό λόγου της επιστήμης η του επιστημονος τεθεν ίδιον, μη προσσημηνας δε τω μετεχειν η τω μετεχεσθαι, ότι και άλλοις τισιν 20 υπάρξει τό ίδιον εάν μεν γάρ τω μετεχεσθαι αποδώ, τοΐς μετεχουσιν, εάν δε τω μετεχειν, τοΐς μετεχομενοις, καθάπερ ει του τινός ζώου η του ζώου τιθείη τό ζην ίδιον, μη διαστείλας δε τό τω είδει, ότι ενι μόνω υπάρξει τών υπό τούτο 1 Reading ίκείνω for έκεΐνο with Waitz.
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which it belongs by nature ; for example, it belongs to man by nature to possess two feet. He also errs if he does not state definitely that he is assigning what actually belongs, because it will not always belong, as it now does, to that particular subject, for example, the man’s possession of four fingers. He also errs if he has not made it clear that he is stating it as being primary or as being called as it is in virtue of something else, because then the name also will not be true of that of which the description is true, for example * coloured ’ whether assigned as a property of ‘ surface ’ or of ‘ body.’ He also errs if he has not stated beforehand that he has assigned the property because something is in a certain state or because it is possessed by something as a state ; for then it will not be a property. For if he assigns the property as a state possessed by something, it will belong to that which possesses the state, while, if he assigns it to the possessor of the state, it will belong to the state which is possessed, as ‘ proof against the persuasion of argument ’ when assigned as a property of ‘ science or of the ‘ scientist.’ He also errs if he has not signified in addition that he assigns the property because the subject partakes of, or is partaken of by, something, since then the property will belong to some other things also. For if he assigns it because it is partaken of, it will belong to the things which partake of it, while if he assigns it because the subject partakes of it, it will belong to the things partaken of, for example, if * life ’ be stated to be a property of a particular ‘ living creature * or merely of ‘ living creature.’ He also errs if he has not distinguished the property as belonging specifically, because then it will belong to one only of those things which come
525
ARISTOTLE
134	b
οντων ον το ίδιον τίθησι* τό γάρ καθ' υπερβολήν 25 ενί μόνω υπάρχει, καθάπερ τον πνρός το κουφό-τατον. ενίοτε δ ἐ καί το τω είδει προσθείς δι-ημαρτεν. δεησει γάρ εν είδος είναι των λεχθεντων όταν το τω είδει προστεθη· τοΰτο δ' επ' ενίων ον συμπίπτει, καθάπερ ονδ' επί τον πνρός. ον γάρ ἐστιν εν είδος τον πνρός· ετερον γάρ εστι τω είδει 30 άνθραζ καί φλόζ καί φως, έκαστον αὐτῶν πνρ ον. διά τοΰτο δ' ον δει, όταν το τω1 είδει προστεθώ), ετερον είναι είδος τον λεχθεντος, οτι τοΐς μεν μάλλον τοΐς δ’ ηττον νπάρξει τό λεχθεν ίδιον, καθάπερ επί τον πνρός τό λεπτόμερεστατον λεπτομερε-στερον γάρ εστι τό φως τον άνθρακος καί της φλογός. τοΰτο δ’ ον δει γίνεσθαι, όταν μη καί 35 τό άνομα μάλλον κατηγορηται, καθ' ον ο λόγος μάλλον αληθεύεται· ει δε μη, ον κ εσται, καθ' ον
135	a ό λόγος μάλλον, καί τοννομα μάλλον, ετι 8ἐ προς
τοντοις ταντόν είναι σνμβησεται τό ίδιον του τε απλώς καί του μάλιστα οντος εν τω απλώς τοιον-τον,% καθάπερ επί τοΰ πνρός εχει τό λεπτομερε-στα τον καί γάρ τοΰ φωτός εσται τα ντο τοΰτο 5 ίδιον λεπτό με ρεστατον γάρ εστι τό φώς. άλλου μεν ονν όντως άποδιδόντος τό ίδιον επιχειρητεον, αντώ δ* ον δοτεον εστι ταντην την ενστασιν, άλλ' ενθνς τιθεμενον τό ίδιον διοριστεον ον τρόπον τί-θησι τό ίδιον.
1 Reading τό τω with D.
2 Reading τοιουτον with ΑΒ.
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under the term of which he is stating the property ; for the superlative degree belongs to one only of them, for example, * lightest ’ when used of 4 fire.’ Sometimes also he has erred even when he has added the word ‘ specifically ’ ; for the things mentioned will have to be of one species when ‘ specifically * is added ; but this does not occur in some cases, for example, in the case of ‘ fire.’ For there is not one species only of fire, since a burning coal, a flame and light are different in species, though each of them is ‘ fire.’ It is necessary when 4 specifically * is added that there should not be a species other than that stated, for the reason that the property mentioned will belong to some things in a greater and to others in a less degree, for example ‘ consisting of the subtlest particles ’ as applied to 4 fire ’ ; for light consists of subtler particles than a burning coal or a flame. But this ought not to occur unless the name is predicated in a greater degree of that of which the description is true to a greater degree ; otherwise the name will not be truer when applied to that of which the description is truer. Further, besides this, the same thing will happen to be the property both of that which possesses it absolutely and of that which possesses it in the highest degree in that which possesses it absolutely, as in the case of ‘ consisting of the subtlest particles ’ when used of ‘ fire ’ ; for this same thing will be a property of ‘ light,’ for ‘ light ’ * consists of the subtlest particles.’ If, therefore, someone else assigns the property in this manner, one ought to argue against it, but one ought not oneself to give an opening for this objection, but one ought to define in what manner one is stating the property immediately when one is stating it.
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i,Έ^πeιτ ανασκ€νάζοντα μέν el α ντο αυτόν ίδιον 10 eOrjKev ου γάρ έσται ίδιον το κείμ,βνον etvαι ίδιον. αυτό γαρ α ντοΰ1 παν τό είναι δηλόι, τό 8ἐ τό etv αι δηλοΰν ουκ Ίδιον άλλ’ ορος έστίν. οΐον ἐπει ό €ΐπας καλοΰ τό πρέπον ίδιον είναι αυτό έαυτοΰ Ίδιον άπέδωκ€ (ταντόν γαρ ἐστι τό καλόν και πρέπον), ουκ αν eir) τό πρέπον τον καλοΰ Ίδιον. ΐό κατασ^υάζοντα el μη αυτό μῖν αυτόν ίδιον απέδωκ€ν, άvτικaτηγoρovμevov δ’ έθηκ€ν ίσται γαρ Ίδιον τό ^ίμ€νον μη elvai Ίδιον, οΐον ἐπει ό dels ζώου Ίδιον τό ουσία έμψυχος ουκ αυτό μέν αΰτοΰ Ίδιον έθηκ€ν, αντικατηγορούμ€νον δ’ απο-δέδω/Cev, εν, αν Ίδιον του ζώου τό ουσία έμφυχος. 20 ’Έπειτ’ έπι των όμoιoμepώv σ^πτέον ἐστιν άνασκ€νάζοντα μῖν el τό του συνόλου Ίδιον μη αληθεύεται κατο, τοΰ μέρους, η el τό του μέρους μη λέγ€ται κατο, τον σόμπαντος· ου γαρ έσται Ίδιον τό κείμενον ίδιον etv αι.	συμβαίνει δ’ ἐν*
ένίων τούτο γίν€σθαι · άποδοίη γαρ αν τις έπι των 25 ομοιομερών Ίδιον evloTe μέν έπι τό σόμπαν βλέφας, evioTe δ’ έπι τό κατα μέρος Λεγόμενον αυτός αυτόν έπιστησας· έσται δ’ ονδέτ€ρον όρθώς ὑποδεδο-μένον. οΐον έπι μέν τον σνμπαντος, έπeί ό eΊπaς 1 Reading αντοΰ for αύτω.
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Next, for destructive criticism, you must see whether your opponent has stated a thing itself as a property of itself; for then what is stated to be a property will not be a property. For a thing itself always shows its own essence, and that which shows the essence is not a property but a definition. For example, a man who has said that ‘ decorous ’ is a property of ‘ beautiful ’ has assigned the thing itself as its own property (for ‘ beautiful ’ and ‘ decorous ’ are the same thing), and so ‘ decorous * cannot be a property of ‘ beautiful.’ For constructive argument you must see whether, though he has not assigned the thing itself as a property of itself, he has nevertheless stated a convertible predicate ; for then what has been stated not to be the property will be the property. For example, a man who has stated that ‘ animate substance ’ is a property of ‘ living creature,’ though he has not stated that the thing itself is a property of itself, has nevertheless assigned a convertible predicate, and so ‘ animate substance ” would be a property of ‘ living creature.’
Next, in dealing with things which have like parts, for destructive criticism you must see whether the property of the whole is untrue of the part or if the property of the part is not predicated of the whole ; for then what is stated to be a property will not be a property. This may happen in some cases ; for a man might, in dealing with things which have like parts, assign a property sometimes looking at the whole and sometimes directing his attention to what is predicated of a part; and so in neither case will the property have been correctly assigned. For example, in the case of the whole, the man who has said that it is a property of ‘ sea ’ to be ‘ the greatest
529
(c) Observe whether the thing itself Is assigned as its own property.
(d) Observe whether, in things which consist of similar parts, the property of the whole is untrue of the parts, or that of the parts not predicated of the whole.
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θαλάττης ίδιον τό πλεΐστον ύδωρ αλμυρόν ομοιομερούς μεν τινος εθηκε το ίδιον, τοιοΰτον δ* άπ-30 εδωκεν ο ούκ αληθεύεται κατά του μέρους (ου γάρ ἐστιν η τις θάλαττα το πλεΐστον ύδωρ αλμυρόν), ούκ αν εΐη της θαλάττης ίδιον τό πλεΐστον ύδωρ αλμυρόν. επί δε του μέρους, οΐον επεί ό θείς άερος ίδιον τό άναπνευστόν ομοιομερούς μεν τινος εϊρηκε τό Ίδιον, τοιοΰτον δ' άπεδωκεν ο κατά του 35 τινός άερος αληθεύεται, κατά δἐ του σύμπαντος ου λεγεται (ου γάρ εστιν ο σόμπας άναπνευστός), 135 b ούκ αν ειη τού άερος Ίδιον τό άναπνευστόν. κατα-σκευάζοντα δἐ ει άληθεύεται μεν καθ' εκάστου των ομοιομερών, εστι δ' ίδιον αύτών κατα τό σόμπαν· εσται γάρ Ίδιον τό κείμενον μη είναι Ίδιον, οΐον επεί άληθεύεται κατά πάσης γης1 τό κάτω 5 φερεσθαι κατά φυσιν, εστι δἐ τούτο Ίδιον καί της τινός γης κατά την γην, ειη αν της γης Ίδιον τό κάτω φερεσθαι κατά φυσιν.
VI.	Έττειτ’ εκ των άντικειμενων σκεπτεον εστι πρώτον μεν εκ τών εναντίων άνασκευάζοντα μεν ει τού εναντίου μη εστι τό εναντίον Ίδιον ούδε ίο γάρ τού εναντίου εσται τό εναντίον Ίδιον. οΐον επεί εναντίον εστι δικαιοσύνη μεν άδικία, τω βελτίστω δε τό χείριστον, ούκ εστι δε τής δικαιοσύνης Ίδιον τό βελτιστον, ούκ αν ειη τής άδικίας Ίδιον τό χείριστον. κατασκευάζοντα δε ει
1 Omitting της before γης with Waitz.
530
TOPICA, V. ν—νι
mass of salt-water ’ has stated the property of something which has like parts, but he has assigned an attribute of such a kind that it is not true of the part (for a particular sea is not ‘ the greatest mass of saltwater ’), and so ‘ the greatest mass of salt-water ’ could not be a property of ‘ sea.’ So too in the case of the part ; for example, the man who has stated that ‘ respirable ’ is a property of ‘ air ’ has asserted the property of something which has like parts, but has assigned an attribute of such a kind that it is true of some air but is not predicable of the whole (for the whole air is not respirable), and so ‘ respirable ’ could not be a property of the air. For constructive argument, on the other hand, you must see whether, while it is true of each of the things which have like parts, it is a property of them taken as a whole ; for then what is stated not to be a property will be a property.
For example, while it is true of all earth that it is carried naturally downwards, and this is also a property of a certain portion of earth as forming part of ‘ the earth,’ it would be a property of ‘ earth ’ ‘ to be carried naturally downwards.’
VI. Next, you must examine on the basis of Rules opposites and, in the first place, of contraries and, for different0171 destructive criticism, see whether the contrary of the modes of term fails to be a property of the contrary subject; (Tfcoii-”" for then neither will the contrary of the former be a property of the contrary of the latter. For example, since injustice is contrary to justice, and the greatest evil is contrary to the greatest good, but it is not a property of ‘ justice ’ to be ‘ the greatest good,’ then the ‘ greatest evil ’ would not be a property of ‘ injustice.’ For constructive argument, on the other hand, you must see whether the contrary is a pro-
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τοΰ εναντίον το εναντίον ίδιον ἐστιν και yap του εναντίου το εναντίον ’ίδιον ἔσται, οΐον επει εναντίον 15 ἐστίν άγαθω μεν κακόν, αίρετω δε φευκτόν, εστι δἐ του αγαθόν ’ίδιον τό αιρετόν, είη αν κακόν ’ίδιον τό φευκτόν.
Αευτερον δ’ εκ των πρός τι άνασκευάζοντα μεν ει τό πρός τι του πρός τι μη εστιν ίδιον* οὑδἐ γάρ τό πρός τι τον πρός τι εσται ίδιον. οίον επει 20 λέγεται διπλάσιου μεν πρός ημισυ, ύπερέχον δε πρός ύπερεχόμενον, ου κ εστι δε τον διπλάσιου τό ύπερέχον ίδιον, ούκ αν είη τοΰ ημίσεος τό νπερεχόμενον ίδιον. κατασκευάζοντα δε ει τοΰ πρός τι τό πρός τί εστιν ίδιον· και γάρ τοΰ πρός τι τό πρός τι εσται ίδιον, οΐον επει λέγεται τό 25 μεν διπλάσιον πρός τό ημισυ, τό δε δυο πρός εν (πρός τό εν πρός δυο)/ εστι δε τοΰ διπλάσιου ίδιον τό ως δυο πρός εν, είη αν τοΰ ημίσεος ίδιον τό ως εν πρός δυο.
Τρίτον άνασκευάζοντα μεν ει της έξεως τό καθ* έξιν λεγόμενον μη εστιν ίδιον· ουδέ γάρ της στερη-σεως τό κατά στέρησιν λεγόμενον εσται ίδιον, καν so ει δέ της στερησεως τό κατά στέρησιν λεγόμενον μη εστιν ίδιον, ουδέ της εξεως τό κατά την έξιν
1 Reading with Strache-Wallies τό δε δνο πρός ev (πρός το Ιμ πρός δνο), βστι.
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perty of the contrary ; for then the contrary too of the former will be a property of the contrary of the latter. For example, since ‘ evil ’ is contrary to ‘ good ’ and ‘ object of avoidance * contrary to ‘ object of choice,’ and ‘ object of choice ’ is a property of ‘ good,’ ‘ object of avoidance ’ would be a property of ‘ evil.’
Secondly, you must examine on the basis of relative (2) Relative opposites, and see, for destructive criticism, whether °PP031tlon· one correlative of the term fails to be the property of the correlatives of the subject; for then neither will the correlative of the former be a property of the correlative of the latter. For example, ‘ double ’ is described as relative to ‘ half,’ and ‘ exceeding ’ to ‘ exceeded,’ but ‘ exceeding ’ is not a property of ‘ double,’ and so ‘ exceeded ’ could not be a property of ‘ half.’ For constructive argument on the other hand you must see whether the correlative of the property is a property of the correlative of the subject ; for then too the correlative of the former will be a property of the correlative of the latter. For example, ‘ double ’ is described as relative to ‘ half,’ and the proportion 2 : 1 as relative to the proportion 1 : 2, and it is a property of ‘ double ’ to be in the proportion of 2 : 1 ; it would, therefore, be a property of ‘ half ’ to be in the proportion of 1 : 2.
Thirdly, for destructive criticism, you must see (3) The whether what is described in the terms of a state (A) of aetate1 is not a property of the state (B), for then neither its will what is described in the terms of the privation pnva 10U' (of A) be a property of the privation (of B). Also, if what is described in the terms of a privation (of A) is not a property of the privation (of B), neither will what is described in the terras of the state (A) be a
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λεγόμενον ’ίδιον εσται. οιον επεί ον λεγεται τής κωφότητος ’ίδιον τό αναισθησίαν είναι, ούδ' ἂν της άκούσεως είη ίδιον τό αΐσθησιν είναι, κατα-σκευάζοντα δε ει τό καθ’ εξιν λεγόμενον ἐστι της 35 Ζξεως ίδιον· και γάρ της στερήσεως τό κατα στερησιν λεγόμενον εσται ίδιον, καν ει τής στερησεως τό κατα στερησιν λεγόμενον εστιν ίδιον, 136 a και τής εξεως τό καθ' εξιν λεγόμενον εσται ίδιον, οΐον επεί τής όφεώς εστιν ίδιον τό βλεπειν, καθό εχομεν όφιν, είη αν τής τυφλότητος ίδιον τό μη βλεπειν, καθό ούκ εχομεν όφιν πεφυκότες εχειν.
5 ’Έπειτα εκ των φάσεων και των αποφάσεων, πρώτον μεν εζ αυτών τών κατηγορουμένων. εστι δ' 6 τόπος οΰτος χρήσιμος άνασκευάζοντι μόνον, οΐον ει ή φάσις ή τό κατά την φάσιν λεγόμενον αυτου ίδιον εστιν ου γάρ εσται αυτοΰ ή άπόφασις ουδέ τό κατά την άπόφασιν λεγόμενον ίδιον, καν ίο ει δ9 ή άπόφασις ή τό κατά την άπόφασιν λεγόμενόν εστιν α υτοΰ ίδιον, ούκ εσται ή φάσις ουδέ τό κατά την φάσιν λεγόμενον ίδιον* οΐον επεί του ζώου εστιν ίδιον τό εμφυχον, ούκ αν είη του ζώου ίδιον τό ούκ εμφυχον.
Αεύτερον δ’ εκ τών κατηγορουμένων ή μη 15 κατηγορουμένων, καί καθ' ών κατηγορεΐται ή μη κατηγορεΐται, άνασκευάζοντα μεν ει ή φάσις τής
° It is not a property of deafness, because it can also be predicated of, for example, blindness.
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property of the state (B). For example, since ‘ absence of sensation ’ is not predicated as a property of deafness,’ a neither would ‘ sensation ’ be a property of ‘ hearing.’ For constructive argument, on the other hand, you must see whether what is described in the terms of a state (A) is a property of the state (B) ; for then what is described in the terms of a privation (of A) will be a property of the privation (of B). And, again, if what is described in the terms of a privation (of A) is a property of the privation (of B), then, too, what is described in the term of the state (A) will be a property of the state (B). For example, since ‘ to see * is a property of ‘ vision,’ in as far as we possess ‘ vision,’ ‘ inability to see ’ would be a property of ‘ blindness/ in as much as we do not possess vision, though it is our nature to possess it.
Next, you must argue from affirmations and nega- (4) Con-tion, and first from the predicates themselves. This o^sition commonplace is useful only for destructive criticism, applied to For example, you must see whether the affirmation oniy.1Ca GS or the attribute predicated affirmatively is a property of the subject; for then neither the negation nor the attribute predicated negatively will be a property of the subject. Also, if the negation or the attribute predicated negatively is a property of the subject, then neither the affirmation nor the attribute predicated affirmatively will be a property of the subject.
For example, since ‘ animate ’ is a property of ‘ living creature,’ ‘ not animate ’ could not be a property of it.
Secondly, you must argue from the things which (5) Con-are predicated or not predicated and from the sub- o^posiS jects of which they are or are not predicated, and, for destructive criticism, see whether the affirmative predicates
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φάσεως μη ἐστιν ίδιον ούδδ γάρ η άπόφασις της άποφάσεως earai Ίδιον. καν el δ’ η άπόφασις της άττοφάσεως μη ἐστιν ίδιον, ούδ* η φασι? της φάσζως earai ίδιον, οΐον ίττύ ουκ ean του άν-20 θρώττου ίδιον τό ζώου, οόδ’ <χυ τον μη ανθρώπου ώίη ’ίδιον τδ μη ζωον. καν el 8e του μη ανθρώπου φαίνηται μη ’ίδιον τδ μη ζωον, ουδἐ του ανθρώπου ear αι Ίδιον τδ ζωον. κατασκ€υάζοντα δ’ el της φάσεω? η φασι? earlv Ίδιον· κοά γάρ τῆ? άπoφάσeως η άπόφασις ear αι Ίδιον. καν el δἐ 25 της άποφάσ€ως η άπόφασις ἐστιν Ίδιον, και η φάσις της φάσeως earai Ίδιον, οΐον ὲνεὶ του μη ζώου Ίδιον eaτι τδ μη ζην, ώΊη αν τοΰ ζώου Ίδιον τδ ζην καν el δδ του ζώου φαίνηται Ίδιον τδ ζην, και του μη ζώου φανεῖται ίδιον τδ μη ζην.
Τρίτον δδ δξ αυτών των υποκ€ΐμΙνων ανασκευ-βο άζοντα μιν el τδ άποδεδομευου ίδιον της φάσ€ώς ἐστιν Ίδιον’ ου γάρ earai τδ αυτό και της απο-φάσeως Ίδιον, καν el δδ της άπoφάσeως Ίδιον τδ άποδοθΐν, ουκ earai της φάσ€ως Ίδιον, οΐον ὲνεί τοΰ ζώου Ίδιον τδ Ζμφυχον, ουκ αν ώίη τοΰ μη ζώου Ίδιον τδ έμψυχον, κaτaσκeυάζovτa δἐ el τδ 536
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predicate is not a property of the affirmative subject; andsub-for then neither will the negative predicate be a pro- ^ect8' pertyof the negative subject. Also if the negative predicate fails to be a property of the negative subject, neither will the affirmative predicate be a property of the affirmative subject. For example, since ‘ living creature ’ is not a property of ‘ man,’ neither could ‘ not-living-creature ’ be a property of ‘ not-man.’
Again, if * not-living-creature ’ appears not to be a property of ‘ not-man,’ neither will ‘ living creature ’ be a property of ‘ man.’ For constructive argument, on the other hand, you must see whether the affirmative predicate is a property of the affirmative subject ; for then, too, the negative predicate will be a property of the negative subject. And if the negative predicate is a property of the negative subject, the affirmative predicate also will be a property of the affirmative subject. For example, since ‘ not to live ’ is a property of a ‘ not-living-creature/ ‘ to live ’ would be a property of * living-creature,’ and, if ‘ to live ’ appears to be a property of * living-creature,’
‘ not-to-live ’ will appear to be a property of ‘ not-living-creature.’
Thirdly, you must argue from the subjects them- (eHgm-selves and, for destructive criticism, see whether the op^sition property assigned is a property of the affirmative subject ; for then the same thing λ\111 not be a pro- only, perty of the negative subject also. And if the property assigned is a property of the negative subject, it will not be a property of the affirmative subject.
For example, since ‘ animate * is a property of ‘ living-creature,’ ‘animate’ could not be a property of ‘not-living-creature.’ For constructive argument, you must see whether the property assigned fails to be a
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35 άποδοθεν μη της φάσεως ’ίδιον (el γάρ μη της φάσεως, ίδιου)1 ε’ίη αν τής άποφάσεως. οντος δ* 6 τόπος φευδής ἐστιν φασι? γάρ άποφάσεως και άπόφασις φάσεως ου κ εστιν ίδιον. φάσις μεν 136 b γάρ άποφάσει ούδ' όλως υπάρχει, άπόφασις δε φά-σει υπάρχει μεν, ούχ ως ίδιον δἐ υπάρχει.
"Έπειτα δ' εκ των άντιδιηρημενών ανασκευάζοντα μεν ει των άντ ιδ ιηρη μενών μηδέν μηδενός των 5 λοιπών άντ ιδ ιηρη μενών εστιν Ίδιον ουδέ γάρ το κείμενον εσται Ίδιον τούτου ου κεΐται Ίδιον, οΐον επει ζωον αισθητόν ουδενός των άλλων2 ζώων εστιν Ίδιον, ουκ αν ε’ίη το ζωον νοητόν του θεού Ίδιον. κατασκευάζοντα δ* ει των λοιπών τών άντιδιηρημενών ότιοΰν εστιν Ίδιον τούτων έκαστου
10 τών άντ ιδ ιηρη μενών και γάρ τό λοιπόν εσται τούτου Ίδιον, ου κεΐται μη είναι Ίδιον, οΐον επει φρονήσεώς εστιν Ίδιον τό καθ' αυτό πεφυκεναι λογιστικού άρετήν είναι, και τών άλλων άρε τών ούτως εκάστης λαμβανομενης, ειη αν σωφροσύνης Ίδιον τό καθ' αυτό πεφυκεναι επιθυμητικού άρετήν είναι.
15 VII. *Έπειτ' εκ τών πτώσεων, άνασκευάζοντα μεν ει ή πτώσις τής πτώσεως μη εστιν Ίδιον· ουδέ γάρ ή πτώσις τής πτώσεως εσται Ίδιον. οΐον
1 el γάρ μη της φάσ€ως, ίδιον add. Wallies.
2 Omitting θνητών with B2DP.
β Α Β C D are members of one division which have corresponding predicates abed. If any one of ὅ, c or d is a property of any one of B, C or D other than that to which it corresponds, then a cannot be a property of A.
6 It has been alleged that α is not a property of A ; but, if b, c and d are properties respectively of B, C and D, then a must be a property of A.
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property of the affirmative subject ; for, if it is not a property of the affirmative subject, it would be a property of the negative subject. But this commonplace is misleading ; for an affirmative term is not a property of a negative subject, nor a negative term of a positive subject ; for an affirmative term does not belong to a negative subject at all, while a negative term does belong to an affirmative subject, but not as a property.
Next, you can take the opposite members of corresponding divisions and see, for destructive criticism, whether no member of one division is a property of any opposite member of the other division ; for then neither will the term stated be a property of that of which it is stated to be a property.® For example, since * sensible living creature ’ is a property of none of the other living creatures, * intelligible living creature ’ could not be a property of God. For constructive argument, on the other hand, you must see whether any one of the other opposite members is a property of each of the opposite members ; for then the remaining one too will be a property of that of which it has been stated not to be a property.b For example, since it is a property of ‘ prudence ’ to be ‘ in itself naturally the virtue of the reasoning faculty,’ then, if each of the other virtues is treated similarly, it would be the property of ‘ temperance ’ to be ‘ in itself naturally the virtue of the appetitive faculty.’
VII.	Next, you can take the inflexions and see, for destructive criticism, whether one inflexion fails to be a property of another inflexion ; for then neither will one changed inflexion be a property of the other changed inflexion. For example, since
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Rules drawn (a) from inflexions.
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επει ovk εστι τοΰ δικαίως ίδιον to καλώς, Οΐ5δ’ αν τοΰ δικαίου είη ίδιον το καλόν. κατασκ€υάζοντα δε el ή πτώσις της πτώσεως ἐστιν ίδιον καί γαρ 20 η πτώσις της πτώσεως εσται ίδιον. οΐον επει τοΰ ανθρώπου εστιν Ιδιον το πεζόν δίπουν, και τω άνθρώπω εΐη αν ίδιον τό πεζώ δίποδι λεγεσθαι. ου μόνον δ* * επ' αΰτοΰ τοΰ είρημενου κατά τάς πτώσεις εστί σκεπτεον, άλλα και επί τών αντικείμενων, καθάπερ και επι τών πρότερον τόπων 25 είρηται, άνασκευάζοντα μεν ει η τοΰ άντικειμενου πτώσις μη ἐστιν ίδιον της τοΰ άντικειμενου πτώσεως· ουδέ γαρ η τοΰ άντικειμενου πτώσις εσται ίδιον της τοΰ άντικειμενου πτώσεως, οΐον επει οΰκ εστι τοΰ δικαίως ίδιον τό άγαθώς, οΰδ' αν τοΰ άδίκως είη ίδιον τό κακώς, κατασκευάζοντα δε ει ή τοΰ άντικειμενου πτώσις ἐστιν ίδιον της 30 του άντικειμενου πτώσεως· και γαρ ή τοΰ άντι-κειμενου πτώσις εσται ίδιον τής τοΰ άντικειμενου πτώσεως. οΐον επει τοΰ άγαθοΰ εστιν ίδιον τό βέλτιστου, και τοΰ κακοΰ αν είη ίδιον τό χείριστον.
’Έττειτ’ εκ τών ομοίως εχόντων, άνασκευάζοντα 35 μεν ει τό ομοίως εχον τοΰ ομοίως εχοντος μη εστιν ίδιον· ουδέ γαρ τό ομοίως εχον τοΰ ομοίως εχοντος εσται ίδιον. οΐον επει ομοίως εχει ό οικοδόμος προς τό ποιεΐν οικίαν καί ό ιατρός προς
α The datives here used cannot be satisfactorily rendered in English. They can be expressed in Latin; Pacius renders: ‘ homini proprium est did pedestri bipedi.'
* Cf. 114 b 6 if.
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‘honourably’ is not a property of ‘justly,’ neither could ‘honourable’ be a property of ‘just.’ For constructive argument, you must see whether one inflexion is a property of the other inflexion ; for then one changed inflexion will be a property of the other changed inflexion. For example, since ‘ pedestrian biped ’ is a property of ‘ man,’ the description ‘ of pedestrian biped ’ would be the property ‘ of man.’ a You must examine the inflexions not only in the actual term assigned but also in its opposites, as has been said in the earlier commonplaces also,6 and, for destructive criticism, see whether the inflexion of one opposite fails to be a property of the inflexion of the other opposite ; for then neither will the changed inflexion of one opposite be a property of the changed inflexion of the other opposite. For example, since ‘well’ is not a property of ‘justly,’ neither could ‘badly’ be a property of ‘unjustly.’
For constructive argument, you must see whether the inflexion of one opposite is a property of the inflexion of the other opposite ; for then the changed inflexion of one opposite will be also a property of the changed inflexion of the other opposite. For example, since ‘ best ’ is a property of ‘ the good,’
‘ worst ’ also would be a property of ‘ the bad.’
Next, you must argue from things which stand in Φ) From a similar relation, and, tor destructive criticism, see the relation whether an attribute which is similarly related fails to be a property of the similarly related subject ; perty. for then neither will that which is related like the former be a property of that which is related like the latter. For example, since the builder stands in a similar relation for the production of a house to that in which the doctor stands for the production of
541
ARISTOTLE
136	b
τό ττοιεῖν ύγίειαν, ούκ 'όστι he Ιατρού ίδιον το ποι-
137	a eiv vyieiav, ούκ αν €ιη οίκοδόμου ίδιον το iroieiv
οικίαν, κατασκβνάζοντα δἐ el το ομοίως €χον τού ομοίως Ζχοντός ἐστιν ίδιον και γαρ το ομοίως €χον τού ομοίως Ζχοντος ἔσται ίδιον, οιον ἐνει ομοίως e%ei ιατρός τε προς το ποιητικός ύγΐ€ΐας 5 είναι καί γυμναστής προς τό ποιητικός ειάξῶς, ἕστι δ’ ίδιον γυμναστού τό ποιητικόν elvai ειάξῶς, €ΐη αν ίδιον ιατρού τό ποιητικόν elvai υγείας.
Έττειτ’ όκ των ωσαύτως όχόντων, άνασκ€υάζοντα μῖν el τό ωσαύτως έ'χον τού ωσαύτως άγοντος μη ίο ἐστιν ίδιον* ουδἐ γαρ τό ωσαύτως €χον τού ωσαύτως όχοντος εσται ίδιον, el δ* ἐστι του ώσαύτως άγοντος τό ώσαύτως ἔχον ίδιον, τούτον ούκ εσται ίδιον ου κέιται elvai ίδιον, οιον όπ€ΐ ώσαύτως exei φρόνησις προς τό καλόν καί τό αΙσχρόν τω όπιστημη ίκατόρου αύτών elvai, ούκ ἐστι δ* ίδιον 15 φρονησ€ως τό όπιστημην elvai καλού, ούκ αν ειἣ ίδιον φpovησeως τό όπιστημην elvai αΙσχροΰ. el δ’ ἐστιν ίδιον φρovησeως τό όπιστημην elvai καλού, ούκ αν €ΐη ίδιον αύτης τό όπιστημην elvai αισχρού' αδύνατον γαρ elvai τό αύτό πλ€ΐόνων ίδιον, κατασ^υάζοντι he ούδϊν οντος ό τόπος ἐστι χρη-2ο σιμός’ τό γό,ρ ώσαύτως €χον ev προς πλεὸν συγ-κρίν€τ αι.
° Let α and b be identically related to A ; if A is not a property of a, neither will it be a property of b.
b If A is a property of a, it cannot be a property of b, because the same thing cannot be a property of more than one subject.
542
TOPICA, V. νιι
health, but it is not a property of a doctor to produce health, it would not be a property of a builder to produce a house. For constructive argument, you must see whether a similarly related attribute is a property of the similarly related subject ; for then an attribute which is related like the former will be a property of a subject which is related like the latter.
For example, since a doctor stands in a similar relation as productive of health to that in which a trainer stands as productive of good condition, and it is a property of the trainer to be productive of good condition, it would be a property of the doctor to be productive of health.
Next, you must argue from things which stand in (c) From identical relations and see, for destructive criticism, ^lations^ whether what is identically related to two things fails between the to be a property of one of these things, for then it will v3two not be the property of the other either a ; but if what 8ub)ects-is identically related to two things is a property of one of them, it will not be a property of that of which it is stated to be a property.6 For example, since prudence is identically related to the honourable and the disgraceful, since it is a knowledge of each of them, and it is not a property of prudence to be a knowledge of the honourable, it would not be a property of prudence to be a knowledge of the disgraceful. But if a knowledge of the honourable is a property of prudence, a knowledge of the disgraceful could not be a property of prudence ; for it is impossible for the same thing to be a property of more than one thing. For constructive argument this commonplace is of no use ; for what is identically related is one thing brought into comparison with more than one thing.
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’Έπ€ΐτ άνασκβυάζοντα μὲν el το κατά το elvai λεγόμενον μη ἐστι του κατά το elvai λεγόμενον ίδιον* ούδά γάρ το <j)9eipea6aι τοΰ κατά το φ0€ΐ-peo6ai, ovSe το yiveodai τοΰ κατά το yiveodαι λεγομἐνοι» ὲσται ίδιον. οιον ὲνει ούκ Ζστιν άν-25 θρώττου ίδιον το elvai ζωον, οΰδ* αν τοΰ άνθρωπον yiveaOαι €ΐη ίδιον το yiveaOai ζωον ουδ* αν του άνθρωπον <j)9eipea9ai eh/ ίδιον το <f)9eipea9αι ζωον. τον αυτόν δά τρόπον ληπτόον άστι και άκ τοΰ yiveo9αι προς το elvai και <j)9eipeo9αι και άκ τοΰ <f)9eipea9αι προς το elvai και προς το γίν€σθαι, 30 Ka9^ep έίρηται νΰν άκ τοΰ elvai προς το γίν€σθαι και (f)9eipeo9αι. κaτaσκeυάζovτa δβ el τοΰ κατά το elvai τβταγμόνου ἐστι το κατ αυτά τ€ταγμόνον ίδιον και γάρ τοΰ κατά το γίν€σθαι λeγoμevoυ €σται το κατά το yiveo0ai λeγόμevov ίδιον και τοΰ κατά το (f)9eipeo0αι το κατά τοΰτο άποδιδό-35 μενού. οιον €π€ΐ τοΰ ανθρώπου βστιν ίδιον το elvai βροτόν, και τοΰ γίν€σθαι άνθρωπον €ΐη αν ίδιον το yivea0 αι βροτδν καί τοΰ <f)9eipea9 αι άνθρωπον το cf>0eipea9ai βροτόν. τον αυτόν δἐ 137 b τρόπον ληπτόον ἐστι και άκ τοΰ yiveo9αι και cf)9eipea9αι πρός τε το elvai και προς τα αυτών, καθάπ€ρ και άνασκ€υάζοντι έίρηται.
”Έιπeιτi άπιβλόπειν άπι την Ιδίαν τοΰ κ€ΐμόνου, 544
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Next, for destructive criticism, you must see (d) From whether the predicate which is said ‘ to be ’ is not a property of the subject which is said ‘to be ’ ; then neither will the predicate which is said ‘ to be struction. destroyed ’ be a property of the subject which is said ‘ to be destroyed,’ nor will the predicate which is said ‘ to be becoming ’ be a property of the subject which is said ‘ to be becoming.’ For example, since it is not the property of man to be an animal, neither could ‘ becoming an animal ’ be a property of ‘ becoming a man ’ ; nor could the ‘ destruction of an animal ’ be a property of the ‘ destruction of a man.’
In the same way you must make the assumption from ‘ becoming ’ to ‘ being ’ and ‘ being destroyed,’ and from * being destroyed ’ to ‘ being ’ and ‘ becoming,’ by the process of argument just described from ‘ being ’ to ‘ becoming ’ and ‘ being destroyed.’ For constructive argument, on the other hand, you must see whether the predicate which is laid down as ‘being’ is a property of the subject laid down as ‘ being ’ ; for then also the predicate which is described as ‘ becoming ’ will be a property of the subject which is described as ‘ becoming,’ and the predicate assigned in virtue of destruction will be a property of the subject which is said to ‘ be destroyed.’
For example, since it is a property of man to be mortal, ‘ becoming mortcil ’ would be a property of ‘ becoming a man,’ and the ‘ destruction of a mortal ’ would be a property of the ‘ destruction of a man.’
In the same way you must make the assumption also from ‘ becoming ’ and ‘ being destroyed ’ to ‘ being * and to the other consequences which are derived from them, as was described for destructive criticism.
Next you must look at the idea of that which is (<?) From
reference of
545
τ
ARISTOTLE
137 b
άνασκ€υάζοντα μεν el τη ἰδέα μη νπάρχ€ΐ, η ει 5 μη κατά τούτο καθ' ο λἐγεται τούτο ον το ίδιον άπeδόθη’ ου γάρ εσται ίδιον τδ Κ€ΐμ€νον είναι ίδιον. οΐον €7Τ€ι αύτοανθρώπω ούχ ύπάρχα τδ ηρ€μ€ΐν, fj άνθρωπός ἐστιν, ἀλλ’ ἡ ἰδέ α, ούκ αν €ιη ανθρώπου ίδιον τδ ήρ€μ€ΐν. κατασκ€υάζοντα δἐ el τη Ιδόα ύπάρχ€ΐ, και κατά τούτο ύπάρχ€ι, ίο ἡ λἐγεται κατ αυτοϋ eKeivo οΰ κεῖται μη είναι ίδιον όσται γάρ ίδιον τδ κείμενου μη είναι ίδιον. οΐον ἐνει ύπάρχ€ΐ τω αύτοζώω τδ δκ φυχης και σώματος συγκ€Ϊσθαι, και ἡ ζώον αύτώ υπάρχω ι τούτο, ειη αν ζώου ίδιον τδ δκ φυχης και σώματος συγκ€ΐσθ αι.
VIII.	’Έπειτα ἐκ του μάλλον και ηττον, πρώτον 15 μῖν άνασκ€νάζοντα el τδ μάλλον τον μάλλον μη ἐστιν ίδιον ουδἐ yap τό ηττον του ηττον εσται ίδιον, οόδἐ τό ήκιστα του ήκιστα, οίδἐ τό μάλιστα του μάλιστα, ούδδ τδ απλώς του απλώς, οΐον δπ€ι ούκ 0στι τδ μάλλον κ€χρώσθαι του μάλλον σώματος ίδιον, ουδἐ τό ηττον ^χρώσθαι του ήττον 20 σώματος ειη αν ίδιον, ονδδ τδ κ€χρώσθαι σώματος δλως. κατασ^υάζοντα δἐ el τδ μάλλον του μάλλον ἐστιν ίδιον καί γάρ τδ ηττον του ἡττον 546
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stated, and, for destructive criticism, see whether the the property property fails to belong to the idea, or whether the*· idea? it fails to belong in virtue of that which causes that °ff¥ of which the property was assigned to be so described; 3 for then what was stated to be a property will not be a property. For example, since ‘ being at rest ’ does not belong to ‘ man-himself ’ as ‘ man ’ but as ‘ idea,’
‘ to be at rest ’ could not be a property of ‘ man.’
For constructive argument, you must see whether the property belongs to the idea and belongs to it in virtue of this, namely, in as much as that is predicated of it of which it is stated not to be a property ; for then what was stated to be a property will not be a property. For example, since it belongs to ‘ animal-itself ’ to be composed of soul and body and it belongs to it as animal, to be composed of soul and body would be a property of ‘ animal.’
VIII.	Next, you can argue from the greater and Rules less degrees and, first of all, for destructive criticism, pomthe^ see whether the greater degree of the predicate fails ff^ea^r ami to be a property of the greater degree of subject; for s rees’ then neither will the less degree of the predicate be a property of the less degree of the subject, nor the least degree of the least degree, nor the greatest degree of the greatest degree, nor the predicate simply of the subject simply. For example, since to be more coloured is not a property of what is more a body, neither would to be less coloured be a property of what is less a body, nor would colour be a property of body at all. For constructive argument, on the other hand, you must see whether a greater degree of the predicate is a property of a greater degree of the subject ; for then a less degree of the predicate will be a property of a less degree of
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εσται ίδιον, καί το ήκιστα τοΰ ήκιστα, καί το μάλιστα τοΰ μάλιστα, και το απλώς τοΰ απλώς, οΐον επει τοΰ μάλλον ζώντος το μάλλον αισθά-25 νεσθαί ἐστιν ίδιον, και τοΰ ηττον ζώντος το ἡττον αισθάνεσθαι εΐη αν ΐ8ιον, και τοΰ μάλιστα 8ε το μάλιστα, καί τοΰ ήκιστα το ήκιστα, καί τοΰ απλώς το απλώς.
Και εκ τοΰ απλώς 8ε προς ταντά σκεπτεον εστιν άνασκενάζοντα μεν ὡ τό απλώς τοΰ ἐπλῶν 30 μη ἐστιν ίδιον ού8ε γάρ το μάλλον τοΰ μάλλον, ού8ε το ηττον τοΰ 'ήττον, ού8ε το μάλιστα τοΰ μάλιστα, ον8ε το ήκιστα τοΰ ήκιστα εσται ίδιον. οΐον επει ονκ εστι τοΰ ανθρώπου το σπον8αΐον ίδιον, ονδ’ αν τοΰ μάλλον άνθρωπον το μάλλον σπουδαίου ίδιον εΐη. κατασκευάζοντα 8ε ει το 35 απλώς τοΰ απλώς ἐστιν ίδιον και γάρ το μάλλον τοΰ μάλλον καί το ηττον τοΰ ηττον καί το ήκιστα τοΰ ήκιστα και το μάλιστα τοΰ μάλιστα εσται ίδιον, οΐον επει τοΰ πυράς ἐστιν ίδιον το άνω ί38&φερεσθαι κατά φνσιν, και τοΰ μάλλον πυράς εΐη αν ίδιον το μάλλον άνω φερεσθαι κατά φυσιν. τον αυτόν 8ε τρόπον σκεπτεον ἐστι και εκ τών άλλων προς άπαντα ταΰτα.
Δεύτερον δ’ άνασκευάζοντα μεν εΐ το μάλλον 5 του μάλλον μη ἐστιν ίδιον ουδἐ γάρ τό ηττον τοΰ
54 8
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the subject, and the least degree of the least degree and the greatest degree of the greatest degree, and the predicate simply of the subject simply. For example, since a higher degree of sensation is a property of a higher degree of living thing, a lower degree of sensation would be a property of a lower degree of living thing, and the highest degree of the highest degree, and the lowest degree of the lowest degree, and sensation simply of living thing simply.
Next, you can argue from the simple predication to these same kinds of predication,0 and, for destructive criticism, see whether the predicate simply is not a property of the subject simply ; for then neither will the greater degree of the predicate be a property of the greater degree of the subject, nor the less degree of the less degree, nor the greatest degree of the greatest degree, nor the least degree of the least degree. For example, since ‘ virtuous ’ is not a property of ‘ man,’ ‘ more virtuous ’ could not be a property of ‘ more-man.’ For constructive argument, on the other hand, you must see whether the predicate simply is a property of the subject simply; for then also the greater degree of the predicate will be a property of the greater degree of the subject, and the less degree of the less degree, and the least degree of the least degree, and the greatest degree of the greatest degree. For example, since it is a property of ‘ fire ’ ‘ to be carried naturally upwards,’ it would be a property of ‘ a greater degree of fire ’ ‘ to be carried naturally upwards to a greater degree.’ In the same manner also one must examine these things from the point of view of the other degrees also.
Secondly, for destructive argument, you must see whether the more fails to be a property of the more ;
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ηττον βσται ίδιον, οΐον έπβϊ μάλλον ἐστιν ι'διου ζώου το αίσθάνβσθαι η ανθρώπου το έπίστασθαι, ούκ βστι δἐ ζώου ίδιον τό αίσθάνβσθαι, ούκ αν βίη ανθρώπου ίδιον το έπίστασθαι. κατασκβυά-ζοντα δ’ el τ6 ηττον του ηττόν Ιστιν ίδιον καλ 10 γάρ το μάλλον του μάλλον βσται ίδιον, οΐον έπβι ηττον ἐστιν Ίδιον ανθρώπου το ημβρον φύσ€ι η ζώου το ζην, εστι 8* ανθρώπου ίδιον τό ημβρον φύσβι, βίη αν ζώου ίδιον το ζην.
Τρίτον δ’ άνασκ€υάζοντα μ£ν el ου μάλλον Ιστιν ’ίδιον, μη ἐστιν ίδιον' ούδβ γάρ ου ηττόν ἐστιν Ίδιον, 15 βσται τούτου Ίδιον, el δ* έκβίνου ἐστιν ίδιον, ούκ βσται τούτου Ίδιον, οΐον Ιπβι τό κβχρώσθαι μάλλον της Ιπιφανβίας η του σώματός Ιστιν Ίδιον, ούκ βστι δβ της έπιφανβίας Ίδιον, ούκ αν βιη του σώματος Ίδιον τό κβχρώσθαι. el δ’ ἐστι της έπιφανβίας Ίδιον, ούκ αν βίη του σώματος Ίδιον. 20 κατασκβυάζοντι δβ ό τόπος οΰτος ούκ ἐστι χρήσιμος' αδύνατον γάρ ἐστι ταύτό πλβιόνων Ίδιον eivai.
Τέταρτον δ’ άνασκβυάζοντα μβν el τό μάλλον αύτοϋ Ίδιον μη Ιστιν Ίδιον ούδβ γάρ τό ηττον αύτοΰ Ίδιον βσται Ίδιον. οΐον έπβι μάλλον ἐστι 25 του ζώου ίδιον τό αΙσθητόν η τό μβριστόν, ούκ βστι δβ του ζώου τό αίσθητόν Ίδιον, ούκ αν βιη του ζώου τό μβριστόν Ίδιον, κατασκβυάζοντα δό 55 O
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for then neither will the less be a property of the less. For example, since ‘ perceiving ’ is more a property of ‘ animal ’ than ‘ knowing ’ is a property of ‘ man,’ and ‘ perceiving ’ is not a property of ‘ animal,’ ‘ knowing ’ would not be a property of ‘ man.’ For constructive argument, on the other hand, you must see whether the less is a property of the less, for then the more will also be a property of the more. For example, since ‘ to be naturally civilized ’ is less a property of ‘ man ’ than ‘ living ’ is a property of ‘ animal,’ and it is a property of ‘ man ’ ‘ to be naturally civilized,’ ‘ living ’ would be a property of ‘ animal.’
Thirdly, for destructive criticism, you must see whether a predicate fails to be a property of that of which it is to a greater degree a property ; for then neither will it be a property of that of which it is to a less degree a property ; and if it is a property of the former, it will not be a property of the latter. For example, since ‘ to be coloured ’ is to a greater degree a property of ‘ surface ’ than of ‘ body,’ and it is not a property of ‘ surface,’ ‘ to be coloured ’ could not be a property of ‘ body ’ ; and if it is a property of ‘ surface,’ it could not be a property of ‘ body.’ This commonplace is of no use for constructive argument ; for the same thing cannot possibly be a property of more than one thing.
Fourthly, for destructive criticism, you must see whether what is to a greater degree a property of the subject fails to be its property ; for then neither will what is to a less degree a property be its property. For example, since ‘ sensible ’ is to a greater degree a property of ‘ animal ’ than ‘ divisible,’ and ‘ sensible ’ is not a property of ‘ animal,’ ‘ divisible ’ could not be a property of * animal.’ For constructive argu
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ει to ηττον αυτού ου Ίδιον εστιν ίδιον καί γάρ το μάλλον αυτού ον ίδιον εσται ίδιον, οιον επει ηττόν ἐστιν ίδιον ζώου τό αίσθάνεσθαι η το ζην, εστι του ζώου το αίσθάνεσθαι ’ίδιον, εΐη αν του ζώου το ζην Ίδιον.
30 ’Έπειτ’ εκ των ομοίως υπαρχόντων πρώτον μεν άνασκευάζοντα ει τό ομοίως ον Ίδιον μη ἐστιν Ίδιον τούτου ου ομοίως ἐστιν Ίδιον ούδε γάρ τό ομοίως ον Ίδιον εσται Ίδιον τούτου ου ομοίως ἐστιν Ίδιον, οΐον επει ομοίως εστιν Ίδιον επιθυμητικού τό επιθυμειν και λογιστικού τό λογίζεσθαι, ούκ 35 όστι δ’ ίδιον επιθυμητικού τό επιθυμειν, ούκ αν ε’ίη Ίδιον λογιστικού τό λογίζεσθαι. κατασκευά-ζοντα δε ει τό ομοίως ον Ίδιον εστι τούτου Ίδιον ου ομοίως εστιν Ίδιον εσται γάρ και τό ομοίως ον 138 b Ίδιον τούτου Ίδιον ου ομοίως εστιν Ίδιον. οΐον επει ομοίως εστιν Ίδιον λογιστικού τό πρώτον φρόνιμον και επιθυμητικού τό πρώτον σώφρον, εστι δε τού λογιστικού Ίδιον τό πρώτον φρόνιμον, 5 εΐη αν τού επιθυμητικού Ίδιον τό πρώτον σώφρον Αεύτερον δ’ άνασκευάζοντα μεν ει τό ομοίως ον Ίδιον μη εστιν Ίδιον αυτού* ουδέ γάρ τό ομοίως 55 2
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merit you must see whether what is to a less degree a property of the subject is a property ; for then what is to a greater degree a property will be a property. For example, since ‘ sensation ’ is to a less degree a property of ‘ animal ’ than ‘ life,’ and ‘ sensation ’ is a property of ‘ animal,’ ‘ life ’ would be a property of ‘ animal.’
Next, you can argue from attributes which belong in an equal degree and first, for destructive criticism, see whether what is to an equal degree a property fails to be a property of that which is an equal degree a property ; for then neither will what is a property in an equal degree be a property of that of which it is in an equal degree a property. For example, since ‘ appetite ’ is a property of ‘ the appetitive faculty ’ in a degree equal to that in which ‘ reason ’ is a property of the ‘ reasoning faculty,’ and ‘ appetitive ’ is not a property of the ‘ appetitive faculty,’ ‘ reason 5 could not be a property of the ‘ reasoning faculty.’ For constructive argument, you must see whether what is in an equal degree a property is a property of that of which it is in an equal degree a property ; for then also what is to an equal degree a property will be a property of that of which it is in an equal degree a property. For example, since ‘ primary wisdom * is a property of the ‘ reasoning faculty ’ in a degree equal to that in which ‘ primary temperance ’ is a property of the ‘ appetitive faculty,’ and ‘ primary wisdom ’ is a property of the ‘ reasoning faculty,’ ‘ primary temperance ’ would be a property of the ‘ appetitive faculty.’
Secondly, for destructive criticism, you must see whether what is in an equal degree a property of a subject fails to be a property of it; for then neither Mill
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(δ) From a comparison of an attribute-relation which resembles the alleged property-relation (1) between a different attribute and a different subject.
(2) Between the subject of the alleged property and a different attribute.
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ον ίδιον εσται ίδιον αυτόν, οΐον επει ομοίως εστίν ίδιον ανθρώπου το δραν καί τδ άκούειν, οὐτ ίστι 10 δ’ ανθρώπου ίδιον τό δραν, ουκ <χν ειη ανθρώπου ίδιον τό ακοὑειν. κατ ασ κεν όζοντα δε ει τό δμοίως αυτόν ον ίδιον εστιν ’ίδιον' καί γάρ τό δμοίως αύτοΰ ον ίδιον εσται ίδιον, οΐον επεί δμοίως εστίν ίδιον ψυχής τδ μέρος αυτής επιθυμητικόν είναι καί λογιστικόν πρώτον, εστι δε ψυχής ’ίδιον τδ μέρος αυτής είναι επιθυμητικδν πρώτου, ε’ίη αν 15 ίδιον ψυχής τδ μέρος αυτής είναι λογιστικδν πρώτου.
Τρίτον δ* ανασκευαζοντα μεν ει οὐ δμοίως εστίν ’ίδιον, μή ἐστιν ίδιον ουδέ yap ου δμοίως εστίν ’ίδιον, εσται ίδιον, ει δ* εκείνου εστίν ίδιον, ούκ εσται θατερου ίδιον, οΐον επεί δμοίως εστίν ίδιον τδ καίειν ψλογδς καί ανθρακος, ούκ εστι δ’ ίδιον 20 ψλογδς τδ καίειν, ούκ αν ε’ίη ίδιον ανθρακος τδ καίειν. ει δ* εστι ψλογδς ίδιον, ούκ αν είη ανθρακος ίδιον, κατασκευάζοντι δε ούδεν οΰτος δ τόπος εστι χρήσιμος.
Αιαφερει δ’ δ εκ των δμοίως εχδντων του εκ των δμοίως υπαρχόντων, ότι τδ μεν κατ* ανα-
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what is in an equal degree a property be a property of it. For example, since ‘ sight ’ and ‘ hearing ’ are in an equal degree properties of ‘ man,’ and ‘ sight ’ is not a property of ‘ man,’ neither could ‘ hearing ’ be a property of ‘ man.’ For constructive argument you must see whether what is in an equal degree a property of the subject is a property ; for then what is in an equal degree a property will be a property.
For example, since it is a property of ‘ soul,’ as something primary, for part of it to be ‘ appetitive ’ in a degree equal to that in which part of it is part ‘ reasoning,’ and it is a property of ‘ soul,’ as something primary, for part of it to be ‘ appetitive,’ it would be a property of ‘ soul,’ as something primary, for part of it to be ‘ reasoning.’
Thirdly, for destructive criticism, you must stti^Bdwun whether it is not a property of that of which it is in an property and, equal degree a property ; for then neither will it be gJ^erU a property of that of which it is in an equal degree a property ; and, if it is a property of the former, it will not be a property of the latter. For example, since ‘ to cause burning ’ is in an equal degree a property of ‘ flame * and of ‘ live-coal,’ and ‘ to cause burning ’ is not a property of ‘ flame,’ ‘ to cause burning ’ could not be a property of ‘ live-coal ’ ; and if it is a property of ‘ flame,’ it could not be a property of ‘live-coal.’ For constructive argument, however, this commonplace is of no use.
The commonplace based on things which stand in a similar relation “ differs from that based on things which belong in an equal degree,b because the former case is derived by analogy and not from a considera-
« See 136 b 33 ff.
6 See 138 a 30 ff.
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25 λόγιαν λαμβάνεται, ούκ επί τον ύπαρχειν τι θεω-ρούμενον, το δ’ εκ του ύπαρχε ιν τι συγκρίνετ αι.
IX.	’Έπειτ* άνασκενάζοντα μεν ει δυνάμει το ίδιον άποδιδονς καί προς μη ον άποδεδωκε τδ ’ίδιον τη δυνάμει, μη ενδεχόμενης της δννάμεως 30 ύπάρχειν τω μη οντι’ ου γάρ εσται ’ίδιον τδ κείμενον είναι ίδιον. οΐον επεί ὀ ε’ίπας άερος ’ίδιον τδ άναπνευστδν τη δυνάμει μεν άπεδωκε τδ ’ίδιον (τό γάρ τοιοΰτον οΐον άναπνεΐσθαι άναπνευστον ἐστιν), άποδεδωκε δε καί πρδς τδ μη ον τδ ίδιον· καί γάρ μη οντος ζώου, οΐον άναπνεΐν πεφυκε τδ άερα, ενδεχεται άερα είναι- ον μέντοι μη οντος 35 ζώου δυνατόν εστιν άναπνεΐν· ώστ ουδ’ δέρος εσται ίδιον τδ τοιοΰτον οΐον άναπνεΐσθαι, τότε οτε ζωον ούκ εσται τοιοΰτον οΐον άναπνεΐν. ούκ αν οΰν είη δέρος ίδιον τδ δναπνενστόν.
139	a Κατασκενάζοντα δε ει τη δυνάμει άποδιδονς τδ
ίδιον η πρδς ον δποδίδωσι τδ ίδιον η πρδς μη ον, ενδεχόμενης της δννάμεως τω μη οντι ύπάρχειν’ εσται γάρ ίδιον τδ κείμενον μη είναι ίδιον, οΐον 5 επεί ό άποδιδονς ίδιον τοΰ οντος τδ δυνατδν παθεΐν η ποίησαι, δυνάμει άποδιδονς τδ ίδιον, πρδς ον άπεδωκε τδ ίδιον’ οτε γάρ ον ἐστι, και δυνατδν 556
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tion about some attribute belonging, while the latter involves a comparison based on the fact that some attribute belongs.
IX.	Next, for destructive criticism, you must see whether, in assigning the property potentially, your opponent has also through the potentiality assigned the property in relation to something which does not exist, since the potentiality cannot possibly belong to something which does not exist ; for then what is stated to be a property will not be a property. For example, the man who has said that ‘respirable’ is a property of‘air’ has, on the one hand, assigned the property in virtue of a potentiality (for that is ‘ respirable ’ which is of such a kind as to be respired), while, on the other hand, he has also assigned the property in relation to what does not exist. For air can exist even if no animal exists of such a kind as to respire it ; but it is impossible to respire it, if no animal exists. And so it will not be a property of air to be such as to be respired at a time when no animal will exist of such a kind as to respire it. Therefore 4 respirable ’ could not be a property of air.
For constructive argument, you must see whether in assigning the property potentially he assigns the property in relation either to something which exists or to something which does not exist, when the potentiality can belong to what does exist ; for then what is stated not to be a property will be a property. For example, he who assigns ‘ cable to affect, or be affected by, something ’ as a property of ‘ being,’ by assigning the property potentially, has assigned it in relation to what exists (for, when ‘ being ’ exists, it will also be ‘ able to be affected by, or to affect
557
Two further rules: (a)
A property is subverted when assigned potentially to something which does not exist, and confirmed vice versa.
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παθεΐν τι η ποίησαι ear αν ώστε είη αν ίδιον του οντος το δυνατόν παθεΐν η ποίησαι.
Έττειτ’ άνασκευάζοντα μεν εί υπερβολή τεθεί κε ίο τό ίδιον ου γάρ εσται ’ίδιον τό κείμενον είναι ίδιον. συμβαίνει γαρ τοΐς ούτως άποδίδοΰσί τό ίδιον ου καθ’ ου τον λόγον τουνομα άληθευεσθαι- φθαρεντος γάρ τ ου πράγματος ούδεν ηττον εσται ὑ λόγος·' των γαρ όντων τινι μάλιστα υπάρχει. οΐον ει τις άποδοίη τοΰ 7τυρός ίδιον σώμα τό κουφότατον 15 φθαρεντος γαρ τοΰ πυρός εσται τι των σωμάτων ο κουφότατον εσται, ώστ οΰκ αν είη τοΰ πυρός ίδιον σώμα τό κουφότατον. κατασκευάζοντα δε ει μη υπερβολή τεθεί κε τό ίδιον* εσται γα,ρ κατά τοΰτο καλώς κείμενον τό ίδιον, οιον επεϊ 6 θ εις ανθρώπου ίδιον ζώον ήμερον φύσει ούχ υπερβολή 20 άποδεδωκε τό ίδιον, είη αν κατά τοΰτο καλώς κείμενον τό ίδιον.
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something else ’), and so to be ‘ able to be affected by, or to affect, something else * would be a property of ‘ being.’
Next, for destructive criticism, you must see A pro-whether he has stated the property in a superlative subverted degree ; for then Avhat is stated to be a property will ^l^uper-0 not be a property. For the result of stating the lative. property in this manner is that the name is not true of that of which the description is true ; for, if the thing itself has perished, the description will none the less exist, for it belongs in the greatest degree to something which exists. For example, if one were to assign as a property of ‘ fire ’ that it is ‘ the lightest of bodies ’; for, though the fire has perished, there will still be some body which will be the lightest; and so ‘ the lightest body ’ could not be a property of ‘ fire.’ For constructive argument, on the other hand, you must see whether he failed to state the property in a superlative degree ; for then the property will be correctly stated in this respect. For example, since he who has stated that it is a property of 4 man ’ that he is ‘ by nature a civilized animal,’ has not assigned the property in a superlative degree, the property would be correctly stated in this respect.
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139 a 24 Ι. Τής δέ περί τους ορούς πραγματείας μέρη 25 πέντε ἐστίν, ἣ γάρ ότι όλως ούκ αληθές ειπεΐν, καθ' ου τοΰνομα, καί τον λόγον (δεῖ γάρ τον του ανθρώπου ορισμόν κατά παντός ανθρώπου άλη-θεύεσθαι), η οτι οντος γένους ούκ εθηκεν εις το γένος η ούκ εις το οίκειον γένος εθηκεν (δεῖ γάρ τον όριζόμενον εις τό γένος θέντα τάς διαφοράς 30 πρόσαπτειν μάλιστα γάρ των εν τω όρισμω τό γένος δοκεΐ την του όριζομένου ούσίαν σημαίνειν), η οτι ούκ ίδιος ό λόγος (δεῖ γάρ τον ορισμόν ίδιον εΐναι, καθάπερ και πρότερον εΐρηται), η εΐ πάντα τα είρημένα πεποιηκώς μη ώρισται μηδ' εΐρηκε τό τί ην είναι τω όριζομένω. λοιπόν δε παρά τα 35 είρημένα, ει ώρισται μέν, μη καλώς δ' ώρισται.
Ει μέν οΰν μη αληθεύεται, καθ' ου τοϋνομα, και ό λόγος, εκ των προς τό συμβεβηκός τόπων έπισκεπτέον. και γάρ έκεΐ, πότερον αληθές η ούκ 139 b αληθές, πάσα ή σκέφις γίνεται· όταν μέν γάρ ότι
α Sc. in order to overthrow a definition. b 101 b 19.
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BOOK VI
I.	Of the discussion of definitions there are five (D) of parts. You must prove a either (1) that it is quite Son™1 untrue to use the description also about the subject (Books to which the name is given (for the definition of vii).N*
‘ man ’ must be true of every man) ; or (2) that,	f
though the subject has a genus, your opponent has problems not put it into its genus or has not put it into its definition,11* proper genus (for he who defines must put the subject some of into its genus and then add the differentiae ; for, been*have more than any of the other component parts of a ^ated definition, the genus is generally regarded as indicating the essence of the subject of the definition) ; or
(3)	that the description is not peculiar to the subject (for the definition must be peculiar, as has been already remarked b) ; or (4) that, although he has satisfied all the above requirements, he has not given a definition, that is, he has not stated the essence of the subject which he is defining. Apart from the above conditions, (5) it still remains to see whether, although he has given a definition, he has failed to give a correct definition.
The question whether the description is not also true about the subject to which the name is given must be examined on the basis of the commonplaces relating to accident. For there also the question always asked is, ‘Is it true or not ? ’ For, when we are
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υπάρχει το συμβεβηκός διαλεγώμεθα, ότι αληθές λεγομεν, όταν δ* οτι ούχ υπάρχει, οτι ούκ αληθές. ει δε μη εν τω οίκείω γενει εθηκεν, η εΐ μη ’βίος 6 αποδοθείς λόγος, εκ των προς τό γένος 5 και τό ’ίδιον ρηθεντων τόπων επισκεπτεον.
Αοιπόν δ\ εΐ μη ώρισται η εί μη καλώς ώρισται, πώς μετιτεον, ειπεΐν. πρώτον μεν οΰν επισκεπτεον ει μη καλώς ώρισται. ραον γαρ ότιοϋν ποίησαι η καλώς ποίησαι, δήλον οΰν ότι η αμαρτία περί 10 τούτο πλείων, επειδή εργωδεστερον, ώσθ* ή επι-χείρησις ρ<άων η περί τούτο η η περί εκείνο γίνεται.
Έστι δἐ του μη καλώς μόρη δυο, εν μεν τό άσαφεΐ τη ερμηνεία κεχρησθαι (δει γαρ τον όρι-ζόμενον ως ενδεχεται σαφέστατη τη ερμηνεία 15 κεχρησθαι, επειδή του γνωρίσαι χάριν άποδίδοται ό ορισμός), δεύτερον δ’, ει επι πλεΐον ε’ίρηκε τον λόγον του δἐοντο?· παν γαρ τό προσκείμενον εν τω όρισμώ περίεργον, πάλιν δ* εκάτερον τών είρη-μενων εις πλείω μέρη διείληπται.
II.	Ει? μεν οΰν τόπος του ασαφώς, ει ομώνυμόν 20 εστί τινι τό είρημενον, οιον οτι η γενεσις αγωγή εις ουσίαν η ότι ή ΰγίεια συμμετρία θερμών και φυχρών. ομώνυμος γα,ρ ή αγωγή και η συμμετρία· άδηλον οΰν όπότερον βούλεται λέγειν τών δηλου-562
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arguing that the accident belongs, we assert that it is true ; when we are arguing that it does not belong, we assert that it is untrue. If your opponent has failed to put the subject in its proper genus, or if the description assigned is not peculiar to the subject, we must make our inquiry on the basis of the commonplaces relating to genus and property already mentioned.
It remains to state how we ought to proceed to inquire whether the subject has not been defined or whether it has been incorrectly defined. First, then, we must examine whether it has been incorrectly defined ; for it is easier to do anything, no matter what, than to do it correctly. It is obvious, then, that error is more frequent in the latter task (for it is more laborious), and so the attack is made more easily in the latter than in the former case.
Incorrectness in definition falls under two headings:
The first is the use of obscure language (for the framer of a definition ought to use the clearest possible language, since the definition is assigned in order to make the subject known). The second is whether he has used a description which is unnecessarily long ; for anything additional is superfluous in a definition. Each of these two headings is divided into several parts.
II. One commonplace regarding obscurity is that Howto you should see whether what is stated is equivocal JJacurity with something else, as, for example, in the statement that ‘ coming-to-be is a channel towards being ’ or that ‘ health is a balancing of hot and cold.’ The words ‘ channel * and ‘ balancing ’ are equivocal ; it is, therefore, obscure which of the significations of a word which has more than one meaning the dis-
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μένων ύπδ του πλεοναχώς λεγομένου. ομοίως δε καί el τον όριζομένου πλέοναχώς λεγομένου μη 25 διβλών εΐπεν άδηλον γάρ όποτέρου τον δρον αποδέδωκεν, ενδέχεται τε σνκοφαντεΐν ως ουκ έφαρμόττοντος τον λόγον επί πάντα ών τον όρισμδν άποδέδωκεν. μάλιστα δ' ενδέχεται τδ τοιοΰτον ποιεΐν λανθανονσης της ομωνυμίας, ενδέχεται δε και διελόμενον αυτόν, ποσαχώς λέγεται τδ εν τω 30 όρισμω άποδοθέν, συλλογισμόν ποίησαι · ει γάρ κατά μηδένα των τρόπων ίκανώς εΐρηται, δῆλον οτι ουκ αν ώρισμένος εΐη κατά τρόπον.
"Αλλο?, ει κατά μεταφοράν είρηκεν, οΐον ει την επιστήμην άμετάπτωτον η την γην τιθηνην η την σωφροσύνην συμφωνίαν, παν γάρ ασαφές τό 35 κατά μεταφοράν λεγόμενον. ενδέχεται δἐ τον κατά μεταφοράν1 είπόντα σνκοφαντεΐν ως κυρίως είρηκότα· ου γάρ εφαρμόσει ό λεχθείς όρος, οΐον επι της σωφροσύνης· πάσα γάρ συμφωνία έν φθόγγοις. ετι ει γένος η συμφωνία της σωφρο-
140	a σύνης, εν δίο γένεσιν έσται ταύτδν ου περιέχουσιν
άλληλα· ούτε γάρ η συμφωνία την αρετήν ουθ' η αρετή την συμφωνίαν περιέχει.
"Έτι ει μη κειμένοις όνόμασι χρηται, οΐον Πλάτων όφρυόσκιον τον οφθαλμόν, η τδ φαλάγγιον 5 σηφιδακές, η τδν μυελδν οστεογενές* παν γάρ ασαφές τδ μη είωθός.
’Ένια δ’ ουτε καθ' ομωνυμίαν ούτε κατά μετα-
1 Reading τον κατά μεταφοράν with Ρ.
α Presumably the reference is to Plato Comicus, since these words do not occur in the extant works of the philosopher.
564
TOP1CA, VI. π
putant wishes to convey. Similarly, too, if he has made a statement, when the subject which is being defined bears several senses, without distinguishing them ; for then it is uncertain of which sense he has given the definition, and it is possible to make a quibbling objection on the ground that the description does not fit everything of which he has given the definition. Such a proceeding is especially possible if the equivocation is not detected. Again, it is open to his opponent himself to distinguish the various meanings of the subject rendered in the definition and argue accordingly ; for, if the description is not adequate in respect of any of the various senses, obviously he cannot have given a proper description.
Another commonplace is to see whether he has spoken metaphorically, as, for example, if he has described knowledge as ‘ unshakeable,’ or the earth as a ‘ nurse,’ or temperance as a ‘ harmony * ; for metaphorical expressions are always obscure. Also, it is possible to quibble against one who has spoken metaphorically, representing him as having used the word in its proper sense ; for then the definition given will not fit, as in the case of ‘ temperance,’ for ‘ harmony ’ is always used of sounds. Further, if harmony is the genus of temperance, the same thing will be found in two genera neither of which includes the other ; for neither does harmony include virtue, nor virtue harmony.
Further, you must see if he uses terms of which the use is not well established, as Plato a calls the eye ‘ brow-shaded ’ or the poison-spider ‘ bite-mortifying,’ or ‘ marrow * as ‘ bone-begotten ’; for unusual words are always obscure.
Words are sometimes used neither equivocally, nor
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φοράν οϋτ€ κυρίως εϊρηται, οϊον 6 νόμος μέτρον η είκών των φύσει, όικαίων. εστι 8ε τά τοιαυτα χζίρω της μεταφοράς· ή μεν γάρ μεταφορά ποιεί ίο πως γνώριμον το ση μαι νόμενον διά την ομοιότητα· πάντες γάρ οι μεταφεροντες κατά τινα ομοιότητα μεταφερουσιν το δἐ τοιοΰτον ον ποιεί γνώριμον* ούτε γάρ η όμοιότης υπάρχει, καθ' ην μέτρον η είκών ό νόμος εστίν, ούτε κυρίως είωθε λεγεσθαι. ώστε ει μεν κυρίως μέτρον η εικόνα τον νόμον 15 φησιν είναι, φευ8εται· είκών γάρ ἐστιν ου η γενεσις διά μιμησεως, τούτο 8' ουχ υπάρχει τω νόμω' ει 0ε μη κυρίως, δῆλον οτι ασαφώς εΐρηκε καί χείρον όποιονοΰν των κατά μεταφοράν λεγομένων.
’Έτι ει μη άηλος ό του εναντίου λόγος εκ του λεχθεντός· οι γάρ καλώς άποόεόομενοι καί τούς 20 εναντίους προσσημαίνουσιν. η €ΐ καθ' αυτόν λεχθείς μη φανερος εϊη τίνος εστίν ορισμός, άλλα καθάπερ τα τών αρχαίων γραφεων, ει μη τις επιγράφαι, ούκ εγνωρίζετο τί ἐστιν έκαστον.
III.	Ει μεν οΰν μη σαφώς, £κ τών τοιουτων εστίν επισκεπτεον. ει 8' επί πλεΐον εΐρηκε τον 25 ορον, πρώτον μεν σκοπεΐν ει τινι κεχρηται ο πάσιν υπάρχει, η ολως τοΐς οΰσιν η τοΐς υπό ταύτό γένος 566
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metaphorically, nor in their proper sense ; for example, the law is said to be the ‘ measure ’ or ‘ image * of things naturally just. Such phrases are worse than metaphors ; for a metaphor in a way adds to our knowledge of what is indicated on account of the similarity, for those who use metaphors always do so on account of some similarity. But the kind of phrase of which we are speaking does not add to our knowledge ; for no similarity exists in virtue of which the law is a ‘ measure or an image,’ nor is the law usually described by these words in their proper sense. So, if anyone says that the law is a ‘ measure or an image ’ in the proper sense of these Avords, he is lying ; for an image is something whose coming into being is due to imitation, and this does not apply to the law. If, however, he is not using the vrorcl in its proper sense, obviously he has spoken obscurely, and with worse effect than any kind of metaphorical language.
Further, you must see whether the definition of the contrary fails to be clear from the description given ; for correctly assigned definitions also indicate their contraries. Or, again, you must see whether, when it is stated by itself, it fails to show clearly what it is that it defines, just as in the works of the early painters, unless they were inscribed, it was impossible to recognize what each figure represented.
III. If, then, the definition is not clearly rendered, How to it should be examined by the methods described j^undancy above. If, however, he has stated the definition in too many words, you must first see if he has made use of any attribute universally applicable, that is, either generally to existing things, or to things which fall under the same genus as the subject of the defini-
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τῷ όριζομενω' επί πλεΐον γάρ είρήσθαι αναγκαίου τούτο. δεῖ γάρ το μεν γένος από των άλλων χωρίζειν, την δἐ δια φοράν από τινος των εν τω α vt ω γενει. τό μεν ονν πόσιν ύπάρχον απλώς 30 ἀν’ ούδενός χωρίζει, τό δε τοΐς υπό ταυ τό γένος πόσιν ύπαρχον ου χωρίζει από των εν ταύτώ γενει, ώστε μάταιον τό τοιοΰτον προσκείμενον.
"Η ει εστι μεν ίδιον τό προσκείμενον, άφαιρε-θεντος δε τούτου και 6 λοιπός λόγος ίδιός εστι 35 και δηλοΐ την ουσίαν, οΐον εν τω τοΰ ανθρώπου λόγω τό επιστήμης δεκτικόν προστεθεν περίεργον και γάρ αφαιρεθεντος τούτου ό λοιπός λόγος ίδιος και δηλοΐ την ουσίαν. απλώς δ’ είπεϊν, 140 b άπαν περίεργον ου αφαιρεθεντος τό λοιπόν δήλον ποιεΐ τό όριζόμενον. τοιοΰτος δε καί ο τής φυχής ορος, ει αριθμός αυτός αυτόν κινών ἐστίν καί γάρ τό αυτό αυτό κινοΰν ψνχή, καθάπερ ΐΐλάτων 5 ώρισται. ή ίδιον μεν εστι τό είρημενον, ου δηλοΐ δε την ουσίαν αφαιρεθεντος τοΰ αριθμού, ποτερως μεν οΰν €χει, χαλεπόν διασαφήσαι* χρηστεον δ* επί πάντων τών τοιούτων προς τό συμφέρον, οΐον ότι ό τοΰ φλέγματος όρος υγρόν πρώτον από τροφής άπεπτον. εν γάρ τό πρώτον, ου πολλά, ώστε περίεργον τό άπεπτον προσκείμενον* ίο καί γάρ τούτου αφαιρεθεντος 6 λοιπός εσται ίδιος λόγος· ου γάρ ενδεχεται από τής τροφής καί τοΰτο
α Xenocrates, fr. 60 (Heinze); de Anim. 404 b 29. 568
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tion ; for then there must necessarily be redundancy in the statement. I'or the genus ought to separate the subject from all other things, and the differentia from something in the same genus. Now what is universally applicable does not separate the subject from anything at all, and what belongs to everything which falls under the same genus does not separate it from the other things which fall under the same genus ; and so such an addition has no point.
Or, again, you must see whether, though the addition is peculiar to the subject, yet its removal still leaves the rest of the description peculiar to the subject and demonstrates the essence. For example, in the description of ‘ man ’ the addition of ‘ receptive of knowledge ’ is superfluous ; for, if it is removed, the rest of the description is still peculiar and demonstrates the essence. In a word, anything is superfluous the removal of which leaves a clear statement of the subject of the definition. The definition of the soul, if stated as a ‘ number moving itself/® is a case in point ; for the soul is ‘ that which moves itself,’ according to Plato’s definition.b Or, perhaps, the statement, though it is peculiar to the subject, does not demonstrate the essence if the word ‘ number ’ is removed. Which of the Iavo statements is true, it is difficult to determine ; but in all such cases our procedure must be guided by expediency. For example, take the definition of phlegm as ‘ the first unconcocted moisture from food.’ Here that Avhich is ‘ first ’ is one and not many, so that the addition of * unconcocted ’ is superfluous ; for, if it is removed, the rest of the description will be peculiar to the subject ; for it is not possible for both phlegm and
b Phaedr. 245 e.
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καί άλλο τι πρώτον είναι, ἣ ούχ απλώς πρώτον από τροφής το φλέγμα, άλλα τών άπέπτων πρώτον, ώστε προσθετέον το άπεπτον έκείνως μεν γάρ ρηθέντος ούκ αληθής 6 λόγος, εΐπερ μή πάντων 15 πρώτον ἐστιν.
Έτι ει τι τών iv τῷ λόγω μή πάσιν ύπάρχει τους υπό τα ντο είδος' ὁ γάρ τοιοϋτος χ€Ϊρον ώρισται τών χρωμένων ο πάσιν υπάρχει τοΐς οΰσιν. έκείνως μεν γάρ αν ο λοιπός ΐδιος ή λόγος, 20 και 6 πας ίδιος εσται' άπλώς γάρ προς τό ίδιον ότουοΰν προστεθέντος αληθούς όλος ίδιος γίνεται, ει 8ε τι τών εν τω λόγω μή πάσιν υπάρχει τοΐς υπό ταντό είδος, αδύνατον όλον τον λόγον ίδιον είναι' ου γάρ άντικατηγορηθήσεται τον πράγματος, οΐον τό ζώον πεζόν δίπουν τετράπηχν ο γαρ 25 τοιοϋτος λόγος ούκ άντικατηγορεΐται τον πράγματος διά τό μή πάσιν ύπαρχειν τοΐς νπο ταυτον είδος τό τετράπηχν.
Πάλιν ει ταύτόν πλεονάκις εΐρηκεν, οΐον τήν επιθυμίαν ορεζιν ήδέος είπών πάσα γαρ επιθυμία ηδεος ἐστίν, ώστε και τό ταύτόν τή επιθυμία ηδεος εσται. 30 γίνεται οϋν όρος της επιθυμίας ορεξις ηδεος ήδέος' ούδεν γάρ διαφέρει επιθυμίαν ειπεΐν η ορε-ξιν ήδέος, ώσθ’ έκάτερον αυτών ήδέος εσται. ή 570
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something else as well to be the first thing produced from food. Or, possibly, phlegm is not the first thing produced from food, but only the first of things unconcocted, so that the word ‘ unconcocted ’ must be added ; for according to the other statement the description is untrue unless phlegm is the first product of all.
Moreover, you must see whether anything in the description fails to belong to everything which falls under the same species ; for a definition of this kind is worse than one which employs an attribute which is universally applicable. For, in that case, if the rest of the description is peculiar to the subject, the whole definition too will be peculiar ; for, without exception, if anything at all which is true is added to what is peculiar, the whole becomes peculiar. If, on the other hand, anything in the description does not belong to everything which falls under the same species, the description as a whole cannot be peculiar; for it will not be predicated convertibly with the subject. Take, for example, the definition ‘ pedestrian biped animal four cubits high ’; such a description is not predicated convertibly with the subject, because ‘ four cubits high ’ does not belong to everything which falls under the same species.
Again, you must see whether he has said the same thing more than once, as, for example, if he declares that ‘ desire is an appetite for the pleasant ’ ; for all ‘ desire ’ is ‘ for the pleasant,’ so that what is the same as desire will also be ‘ for the pleasant.’ The result then is a definition of ‘ desire ’ as ‘ an appetite-for-the-pleasant for the pleasant ’ ; for there is no difference between saying ‘ desire ’ and ‘ appetite for the pleasant,’ so that both will be ‘ for the pleasant.’
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τούτο μεν ούδέν άτοπον καί γάρ 6 άνθρωπος δι πουν ἐστιν, ώστε καί το ταυτον τω άνθρώπω δίπουν εσται. εστι δε ταυτον τω άνθρώπω ζωον πεζόν δίπουν, ώστε ζωον πεζόν διπουν δίπονν εστιν. 35 άλλ* ου διά τούτο άτοπόν τι συμβαίνει· ου γάρ κατά ζώου πεζού το δίπουν κατηγορεΐται (ουτω μεν γάρ αν δίς περί του αΰτοΰ τό δίπουν αν κατ-
141	a ηγοροΐτο), αλλά περί ζώου πεζού δίποδο? τό
δίπουν λέγεται, ώστε άπαξ μόνον τό δίπουν κατηγορεΐται. ομοίως δε και επί της επιθυμίας· ου γάρ κατά της όρέξεως τό ηδεος είναι κατ-ηγορεΐται, αλλά κατά τοΰ σόμπαντος, ώστε άπαξ 5 καί ενταύθα ή κατηγορία γίνεται, ούκ εστι δε τό δίς φθέγξασθαι ταυτον όνομα των άτοπων, αλλά τό πλεονάκις περί τινος τό αυτό κατηγο-ρήσαι, οΐον ως Ξενοκράτης την φρόνησιν οριστικήν καί θεωρητικήν των οντων φησίν είναι, η γάρ οριστική θεωρητική τις εστιν, ώστε δίς τό αυτό λέγει πρόσβεις πάλιν καί θεωρητικήν. ίο ομοίως δε καί όσοι την κατάφυξιν στέρησιν τοΰ κατά φύσιν θερμού φασίν είναι· πάσα γάρ στέρησις εστι τοΰ κατά φυσιν ύπάρχοντος, ώστε περίεργον τό προσθεΐναι τοΰ κατά φυσιν, άλλ* ικανόν ήν είπεΐν στέρησιν θερμοΰ, επειδή αυτή ή στέρησις γνώριμον ποιεί ότι τοΰ κατά φυσιν λέγεται.
15 Πάλιν ει τοΰ καθόλου είρημένου προσθείη καί επί μέρους, οΐον ει τήν επιείκειαν ελάττωσιν των συμφερόντων καί δικαίων τό γάρ δίκαιον συμφέρον τι, ώστε περιέχεται εν τω συμφέροντι. 572
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Or, perhaps, there is no absurdity here. Take the statement, ‘ man is a biped * ; then, what is the same as man will be a ‘ biped ’ ; but ‘ pedestrian biped animal * is the same as man, and, therefore, ‘ pedestrian biped animal is a biped.’ But no absurdity really arises here ; for ‘ biped ’ is not predicated of ‘ pedestrian animal ’ (for then ‘ biped ’ would be predicated twice of the same thing), but ‘ biped ’ is used in the description of ‘ pedestrian biped animal,’ so that ‘ biped ’ is predicated only once. So likewise with ‘ desire ’ too ; for that it is ‘ for the pleasant * is predicated not of appetite but of the whole phrase,® and so here too the predication occurs only once. The absurdity consists not in uttering the same word twice but in predicating the same thing more than once of anything ; for example, when Xenocrates says that prudence is 4 definitive and contemplative of things which exist ’ ; for what is ‘ definitive ’ is in a way ‘ contemplative,’ so that when he adds ‘ and contemplative ’ he is saying the same things twice. So, too, with those who say that ‘ cooling ’ is a ‘ privation of natural heat ’; for all privation is a privation of that which is natural, so that it is superfluous to add ‘ natural,’ but it would be enough to say ‘ privation of heat,’ since the term ‘ privation * itself makes it known that the heat referred to is ‘ natural.’
Again, you must see whether, after a universal has been stated, he adds a particular as well, for example, if he has said that ‘ equity is a diminution of the expedient and the just ’; for the just is something-expedient, so that it is included in the expedient.
a i.e. of the phrase ‘ appetite for the pleasant.’ If we predicate ‘ is for the pleasant’ of this, only the second ‘ for the pleasant ’ is in the predicate.
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περιττόν οΰν το δίκαιον, ώστε καθόλου είπας επί μέρους προσεθηκεν. και ει την ιατρικήν επι-20 στημην των υγιεινών ζωω και άνθρώπω, η τον νόμον εικόνα τών φύσει καλών και δικαίων* τό γάρ δίκαιον καλόν τι, ώστε πλεονάκις το αυτό λεγει.
IV. ΐΐότερον μεν οΰν καλώς η ου καλώς, διά τούτων καί τών τοιούτων επισκεπτεον’ πότερον 25 δ’ εΐρηκε καί ώρισται το τί ην είναι η ούχί, εκ τώνδε.
ΪΙρώτον μεν ει μη διά προτερων καί γνωριμωτερων πεποίηται τον ορισμόν. επεί γάρ 6 ορος άποδίδοται του γνωρίσαι χάριν το λεχθεν, γνωρίζομεν δ’ ούκ εκ τών τυχόντων άλλ’ εκ τών προτερων καί γνωριμωτερων, καθάπερ εν ταΐς 30 άποδείξεσιν (οϋτω γάρ πάσα διδασκαλία καί μάθησις ’όχει), φανερόν ότι 6 μη διά τοιούτων οριζόμενος ούχ ώρισται. ει δε μη, πλείους εσονται του αυτού ορισμοί. δηλον γάρ ότι καί 6 διά προτερων καί γνωριμωτερων βελτιον ώρισται, ώστε άμφότεροι αν εΐησαν οροί τού αυτού, το 35 δἐ τοιούτον ου δοκεΐ· εκάστω γάρ τών οντων εν ἐστι τό είναι οπερ ἐστίν ώστ ει πλείους εσονται τού αυτού ορισμοί, ταύτόν εσται τω όριζομενω τό είναι οπερ καθ’ εκάτερον τών ορισμών δηλούται, 141 b ταύτα δ’ ου ταύτά εστιν, επειδή οι ορισμοί έτεροι. 574
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‘ The just ’ is, therefore, superfluous, and so after stating the universal he has added the particular.
So too in the definition of ‘ medicine ’ as ‘ knowledge of things healthful for animal and man,’ or ‘ law ’ as ‘ the image of things naturally noble and just ’ ; for the just is something noble, so that he is saying the same thing more than once.
IV.	Whether your opponent has made a correct Rules for or an incorrect definition should be examined by ^3r the these and similar methods ; but whether he has stated and defined the essence or not, should be really Reexamined in the following manner :	^sence-
First, you must see whether he has failed to make The terms the definition by means of prior and more intelligible °fon should terms. For the object in assigning the definition is be^nor^ to make known the meaning of the subject, and we intelligible, make things known by using, not any chance terms, but those which are prior and more intelligible, as we do in demonstrations (for this is true of every kind of teaching and learning) ; it is, therefore, obvious that the man who does not define by means of such terms has not defined at all. With any other method, there will be more than one definition of the same thing ; for clearly he who has used terms which are prior and more intelligible has given another and a better definition, so that both would be definitions of the same thing. But this is not the view generally held ; for everything that is has one single essence, and so, if there is to be more than one definition of the same thing, the essence, which is demonstrated in accordance with each of the definitions, will be the same for the framer of the definition ; but the demonstrations of it are not the same since the definitions are different. It is, therefore, obvious
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δῆλον ovv on οὐχ ώρισται 6 μὴ διά προτερων και γνωριμωτερων όρισάμενος.
Τό μιν ούν μη διά γνωριμωτερων είρήσθαι τον όρον δίχως εστιν εκλαβεϊν’ ἡ γάρ ὡ άπλώ? ἐ£ 5 άγνωστοτερων ἣ ὡ η μιν άγνωστοτερων · ενδεχεται yap άμφοτερως. απλώς μεν ονν γνωριμώτερον το πρότερον τον υστέρου, οΐον στιγμή γραμμής και γραμμή επίπεδον καί επίπεδον στερεού, καθάπερ και μονάς αριθμού* πρότερον γάρ και αρχή παντός αριθμού. ομοίως δἐ και στοιχείον συλ-10 λαβής, ήμΐν δ’ άνάπαλιν ενίοτε συμβαίνει* μάλιστα γάρ τό στερεόν υπό την αΐσθησιν πίπτει, τό δ’ επίπεδον μάλλον της γραμμής, γραμμή δε σημείου μάλλον. οι πολλοί γάρ τά τοιαΰτα προγνωρί-ζουσιν' τά μεν γάρ της τυχούσης τά δ’ ακριβούς και περιττής διανοίας καταμαθεΐν ἐστίν.
15 f Απλώς μεν οΰν βελτιον τό διά τών πρότερον τά υστέρα πειράσθαι γνώριζε ιν επιστημονικώτερον γάρ τό τοιοΰτόν ἐστιν, ου μην αλλά προς τους άδννατονντας γνώριζε ιν διά τών τοιοντων αναγκαίου ΐσως διά τών εκείνοις γνωρίμων ποιεΐσθαι τον λόγον, εισι δε τών τοιοντων ορισμών ο τε 20 της στιγμής και 6 τής γραμμής και ο του επίπεδου* πόντε ς γάρ διά τών ύστερων τά πρότερα δηλονσιν τό μεν γάρ γραμμής, τό δ* επίπεδον, τό δε στερεού φασι πέρας είναι, ον δει δε λανθά-νειν οτι τους ούτως οριζόμενους ούκ ενδεχεται τό 576
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that anyone who has not framed his definition by means of prior and more intelligible terms has not given a definition.
That the definition has not been stated in more intelligible terms can be taken in two senses, n«amely, that it is composed either of terms which are less intelligible absolutely or of terms which are less intelligible to us ; for both meanings are possible. Thus absolutely the prior is more intelligible than the posterior ; for example, a point is more intelligible than a line, a line than a plane, and a plane than a solid, just as also a unit is more intelligible than a number, since it is prior to and the starting-point of all number. Similarly a letter is more intelligible than a syllable. To us, however, the converse sometimes happens ; for a solid falls most under our perception, and a plane more than a line, and a line more than a point. For most people recognize such things as solids and planes before they recognize lines and points ; for the former can be grasped by an ordinary understanding, the latter only by one which is accurate and superior.
Absolutely, then, it is better to aim at knowledge of the posterior by means of what is prior ; for such a method is more scientific. Nevertheless, for the benefit of those who are incapable of acquiring knowledge by such means, it is perhaps necessary to frame the description by means of terms which are intelligible to them. Among definitions of this kind are those of the point, the line and the plane ; for all these demonstrate the prior by means of the posterior —the point being called the limit of the line, the line that of the plane, and the plane that of the solid. We must not, however, fail to notice that it is impossible
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τί ην είναι τῷ δριζομενω δηλοΰν, εάν μη τυγχάνη 25 ταύτδν ημΐν τε γνωριμώτερον και απλώς γνωριμώτερον, εϊπερ δεῖ μεν διά του γένους καί των διαφορών δρίζεσθαι τόν καλώς δριζδμενον, ταϋτα τώυ απλώς γνωριμωτερων καί προτερων του είδους ἐστίν.	συναναι ρεΐ γάρ τ δ γένος καί η
διαφορά τδ είδος, ώστε πρότερα ταυτα του είδους. 30 εστι δε καί γνωριμώτερα' του μεν γάρ είδους γνωριζόμενου ανάγκη και τδ γένος και την διαφοράν γνωρίζεσθαι (δ γάρ άνθρωπον γνωρίζων και ζώον και πεζδν γνωρίζει), του δε γένους η της διαφοράς γνωριζόμενης ούκ ανάγκη και τδ είδος γνωρίζεσθαι, ώστε άγνωστδτερον τδ είδος, ετι τοίς κατ αλήθειαν τους τοιουτους δρισμους 35 φάσκουσιν είναι, τούς εκ τών εκάστω γνωρίμων, πολλούς του αύτοΰ συμβησεται λέγειν δρισμούς είναι’ ετερα γάρ ετεροις και ου ταύτά πάσι τυγχάνει γνωριμώτερα οντα, ώστε πρδς έκαστον
142	a ετερος αν είη δρισμδς άποδοτεος, ειπερ εκ τών
εκάστοις γνωριμωτερων τδν δρισμδν ποιεΐσθαι χρη. ετι τοΐς αύτοΐς άλλοτ’ άλλα μάλλον γνώριμα, εξ αρχής μεν τα αισθητά, άκριβεστεροις δἐ γινο-5 μενοις άνάπαλιν, ώστ ουδέ πρδς τδν αύτδν αει δ αύτδς δρισμδς άποδοτεος τοΐς διά τών εκάστοις γνωριμωτερων τδν δρισμδν φάσκουσιν άποδοτεον 578
TOPICA, VI. ιν
for those who define in this way to show the essence of the subject of their definition, unless it so happens that the same thing is both more intelligible to us and also more intelligible absolutely ; for the framer of a good definition must define by means of the genus and the differentiae, and these are among the things which are more intelligible absolutely than the species and prior to it ; for the genus and the differentia cancel the species and therefore are prior to it. They are also more intelligible ; for, if the species is known, both the genus and the differentia must also be known (for he who has knowledge of ‘ man ’ has also knowledge of ‘ animal ’ and ‘ pedestrian ’). On the other hand, if the genus and the differentia are known, it does not necessarily follow that the species is also known ; the species, therefore, is less intelligible. Furthermore, those who declare that such definitions,namely, those which are based on what is known to individual persons, accord with the truth, will, as a result, have to say that there are many definitions of the same thing ; for different things are more intelligible to different people, and not the same things equally intelligible to all; and so a different definition would have to be given to each individual, if the definition has to be framed as the basis of what is more intelligible to each of them. Furthermore, to the same persons different things are more intelligible at different times—first of all the objects of sense-perception, and then, when their knowledge becomes more accurate, the converse occurs ; and so neither would the same definition always have to be given to the same person by those who say that a definition ought to be given by means of what is more intelligible to eacli individual. It
579
ARISTOTLE
142 a
είναι. δηλον οΰν οτι ούχ όριστεον διά τών τοιον-των, άλλα διά των απλώς γνευρίμωτερων μόνως γάρ αν ούτως εΐς καί 6 αντος ορισμός αει γίνοιτο. ίσως δε και τό απλώς γνώριμον ου τό πάσι ίο γνώριμόν ἐστιν, αλλά τό τοΐς ευ διακειμενοις την διάνοιαν, καθάπερ καί τό απλώς υγιεινόν τό τοΐς ευ εχονσι τό σώμα. δει μεν οΰν εκαστα τών τοιούτων εξακριβονν, χρησθαι	διαλεγομενονς
προς τό συμφέρον. μάλιστα δ’ 6 μολογον μόνως άναιρεΐν ενδέχεται τον ορισμόν, εάν μητ' εκ τών 15 απλώς γνωριμωτερων μητ εκ τών ημΐν τυγχάνη τον λόγον πεποιημόνος.
Ει? μεν οΰν τρόπος του μη διά γνωριμωτερων εστι τό διά τών ύστερων τα πρότερα δηλοΰν, καθάπερ πρότερον εΐπαμεν άλλος, ει του όν ηρεμία και του ώρισμενον διά τον αορίστου και 20 του εν κινήσει άποδεδοται 6 λόγος· πρότερον γάρ τό μόνον καί τό ώρισμενον του αορίστου καί όν κινήσει οντος.
Τον δε μη εκ προτόρων τρεις είσί τρόποι, πρώτος μεν ει διά τον αντικείμενου τό αντικείμενου ώρισται, οΐον διά του κακόν τό αγαθόν· άμα γάρ 25 τη φύσει τα αντικείμενα, ενίοις δε καί η αύτη επιστήμη άμφοτερων δοκεΐ είναι, ώστ ουδέ γνωριμώτερον τό ετερον του ετέρου, δει δἐ μη λανθάνειν οτι ενια 'ίσως ούκ εστιν όρίσασθα ι άλλως, οΐον τό διπλάσιου άνευ του ημίσεος, καί όσα καθ' αυτά π ρος τι λέγεται' πάσι γάρ τοΐς ° 141 a 26 f.
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is obvious, therefore, that definitions ought not to be made by means of terms of this kind but by means of those >vhich are more intelligible absolutely ; for only thus could one and the same definition be always produced. Perhaps, also, what is intelligible absolutely is what is intelligible not to everyone but only to those who are intellectually in a sound condition, just as also what is healthy absolutely is what is healthy to those who are physically in a sound condition. All such points must be accurately observed and used in discussion as circumstances demand.
But the subversion of a definition is most generally admitted to be possible, if the definer happens to have framed his description neither from what is more intelligible absolutely nor from what is more intelligible to us.
One way, then, of not defining by means of more intelligible terms is to demonstrate the prior by means of the posterior, as we said before.0 Another way consists in having rendered the description of what is at rest and definite by means of what is indefinite and in motion ; for what stays still and is definite is prior to what is indefinite and in motion.
There are three ways of failing to define by means How to of prior terms, (a) The first is when an opposite has faUurVtcf been defined by means of its opposite, for example, use prior good by means of evil ; for opposites are naturally definition, simultaneous. In the view of some people, too, there is the same knowledge of both, so that the one is not more intelligible than the other. We must not, however, fail to notice that it is perhaps impossible to define some things in any other way. We cannot, for example, define the double without the half, and the same is true also of things which are described as
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τοιοντοις ταντόν το είναι τῷ πρός τί πως εχειν, 30 ωστ αδύνατον άνευ θατίρου θάτερον γνωρίζειν, διόπερ άναγκαΐον iv τω τοΰ ετερου λόγω συμ-περιειλήφθαι καί θάτερον. γνωρίζουν μεν ουν δεῖ τα τοιαΰτα πάντα, χρήσθαι δ’ αύτοΐς ως αν δοκή συμφερειν.
5Άλλος, ει αντω κόχρηται τῷ όριζομενω. λαν-35 0άνει δ’, ὁταυ μη αντω τω τοΰ οριζόμενου όνόματι 142 b χρήσηται, οΐον ει τον ήλιον άστρον ήμεροφανες ώρίσατο· ὀ yap ήμερα χρώμενος ηλίω χρήται. δεῖ δ’ όπως φωραθή τα τοιαΰτα μεταλαμβάνειν αντί τον ονόματος τον λόγον, οΐον οτι ήμερα ήλιου φορά υπέρ γης ἐστιν · δήλον γάρ ότι 6 την φοράν 5 ήλιου υπέρ γης είρηκώς τον ήλιον εΐρηκεν, ώστε κεχρηται τω ηλίω 6 τή ή μόρα χρησάμενος.
Πάλιν ει τω άντιδιηρημόνω το άντιδιηρημενον ώρισται, οΐον περιττόν το μονάδι μειζον άρτιον, αμα γαρ τή φύσει τα εκ τοΰ αντοΰ γόνους άντιδι-10 Vρημενα, το δε περιττόν καί άρτιον άντιδιήρηταί' άμφω γάρ άριθμοΰ διαφοραί.
Ομοίως δε καί ει διά των υποκάτω το επάνω ώρισται, οΐον άρτιον αριθμόν τον δίχα διαιρουμενον
582
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in themselves relative ; for in all such things their being is the same as a certain relation in which they stand to something, so that it is impossible to recognize the one without the other and, therefore, necessary that the one should also be included in the description of the other. We must, therefore, take cognizance of all such facts and make use of them as seems expedient.
(b)	Another way is when the term which is being defined is used in the definition itself. This passes unobserved when the actual name of the object which is being defined is not employed, for example, if one has defined the sun as ‘ a star appearing by day ’ ; for in introducing the day one introduces the sun. For the detection of this kind of practice we must substitute the description for the name, saying, for example, that ‘ day ’ is ‘ the passage of the sun over the earth ’ ; for it is obvious that a man who has spoken of ‘ the passage of the sun over the earth ’ has spoken of ‘ the sun,’ so he who has introduced ‘ the day ’ has introduced ‘ the sun.’
(c)	Again, you must see whether your opponent has defined one of the opposite members of corresponding divisions α by means of another, for example, if he has defined * an odd number ’ as * one which is greater by a unit than an even number.’ For the opposite numbers of corresponding divisions taken from the same genus are by nature simultaneous, and ‘ odd ’ and ‘ even ’ are opposite members of corresponding divisions, for both are differentiae of number.
(d)	Similarly also, you must see whether he has defined a superior by means of subordinates, for example, if he has defined an * even number * as ‘ a number divisible into two parts ’ or ‘ the good * as * a
583
ARISTOTLE
142 b
ή τό αγαθόν εξιν αρετής’ τό τε γάρ δίχα από των δυο εϊληπται, αρτίων όντων, καί ή αρετή άγα-15 θόν τί εστιν, ωσθ’ υποκάτω ταϋτα εκείνων ἐστιν. ετι δ’ ανάγκη τον τω υποκάτω χρώμενον καί αὑτῷ χρήσθαι. ο τε yap τή αρετή χρώμενος χρήται τω άγαθώ, επειδή αγαθόν τι ή αρετή’ ομοίως 8ε καί 6 τω δίχα χρώμενος τω άρτίω χρήται, επειδή εις δυο διηρήσθαι σημαίνει τό δίχα, τα δἐ δυο άρτιά ἐστιν.
20 V. Καρόλου μεν οΰν είπεΐν εις εστι τόπος τό μή διά προτερων καί γνωριμωτερων ποιήσασθαι τον λόγον, μέρη δ’ αυτού τα είρημενα. δεύτερος, ει εν γίνει του πράγματος οντος μή κεΐται εν γίνει, εν άπασι δε τό τοιοΰτον αμάρτημά ἐστιν, εν οΐς ου πρόκειται του λόγου τό τί ἐστιν, οΐον 6 του σώ-25 ματος ορισμός, τό εχον τρεις διαστάσεις, ή ει τις τον άνθρωπον όρίσαιτο τό επιστάμενον άριθμεΐν. ου γάρ είρηται τί ον τρεις εχει διαστάσεις ή τί ον επίσταται άριθμεΐν τό δε γένος βούλεται τό τί ἐστι σημαίνειν, και πρώτον υποτίθεται των εν τω όρισμω λεγομένων.
30 Έτι ει προς πλείω λεγομένου του οριζόμενου μή προς πάντα άποδεδωκεν, οΐον ει τήν γραμματικήν επιστήμην του γράφαι τό ύπαγορευθεν’ προσδεΐται γάρ ότι και του άναγνώναΐ’ ούδεν γάρ 584
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state of virtue.’ For the expression ‘ into two parts ’ is taken from ‘ two,’ which is an even number, and virtue is a kind of good ; so that the former terms are subordinate to the latter. Further, in introducing the subordinate term, one is obliged to introduce the term itself also ; for he who introduces the term ‘ virtue ’ introduces ‘ the good,’ since virtue is a kind of good ; and similarly, too, he who introduces the phrase ‘ into two parts ’ introduces ‘ even,’ for division ‘ into two parts ’ signifies division by two, and two is an even number.
V.	Speaking generally, then, one commonplace Rules as to concerns the failure to frame the description by means of prior and more intelligible terms, and the definition: above are the divisions into which it falls. A second (a) Observe commonplace is to see whether, though the subject the^enus of the definition falls under a genus, it has not been is omitted, placed in a genus. This kind of error always occurs in cases where the essence is not put first in the description, for example, in the definition of ‘ body * as ‘ that which has three dimensions,’ or the definition of ‘ man,’ if it were to be given as ‘ that which knows how to count.’ For no statement has been given what it is that has three dimensions or what it is that kmnvs how to count ; whereas the genus aims at signifying what it is and is the first thing to be laid down in the description contained in the definition.
Furthermore, you must see whether, though the Φ) Observe term which is being defined applies to a number of definition is things, your opponent has failed to apply it to all of appHed to them ; for example, if he has defined ‘ grammar ’ as whichcomes ‘ the kno\vledge of writing from dictation ’ ; for he
ought to add that it is also the knowledge of reading, of the
&	b	definition.
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μάλλον του γράφαι ή τοΰ άναγνώναι άποδούς ώρι-σται, ώστ ουδέτερος, άλλ' 6 αμφω ταΰτ είπών, 35 επειδή πλείους ούκ ἐνδὲνεται ταύτοΰ ορισμούς
143	a είναι, επ' ενίων μεν ονν κατ' αλήθειαν εχει καθ-
άπερ εϊρηται, επ' ενίων 8* ου, οΐον εφ' όσων μή καθ' αυτό προς αμφω λεγεται, καθάπερ ιατρική τοΰ νόσον και ύγίειαν ποίησαι* τοΰ μεν γάρ καθ' αυτήν λεγεται, τοΰ δἐ κατά συμβεβηκός· απλώς 5 γάρ άλλότριον της Ιατρικής το νόσον ποιεΐν. ώστ ούδεν μάλλον ώρισται ό προς αμφω άποδούς τοΰ προς θάτερον, άλλ' ίσως καί χείρον, επειδή και των λοιπών όστισοΰν δυνατός εστι νόσον ποίησαι.
Έτι ει μή προς τό βελτιον αλλά προς τό χείρον ίο άποδεδωκε, πλειόνων οντων προς α λεγεται τό όριζόμενον' πάσα γάρ επιστήμη και δυναμις τοΰ βέλτιστου δοκεΐ είναι.
Πάλιν ει μή κεΐται εν τω οίκείω γ εν ει τό λεχθεν, σκοπεΐν εκ τών περί τα γένη στοιχείων, καθάπερ πρότερον εϊρηται.
15 ’Έτι ει ύπερβαίνων1 λεγει τά γένη, οΐον ό τήν δικαιοσύνην εξιν Ισότητος ποιητικήν ή διανεμητικήν τοΰ ΐσου. υπερβαίνει γάρ ούτως οριζόμενος 1 Bekker’s υπερβαίνει a misprint for ύπερβ αίνων.
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For in describing it as ‘ a knowledge of writing ’ lie has no more given a definition than he who has called it ‘ a knowledge of reading,’so that neither of them has given a definition, but only he who makes both these statements, since there cannot be more than one definition of the same thing. In some cases, to be sure, the above statement accords with the truth but not in others, for example, where the term is not essentially applicable to both things, for instance in the definition of medicine as concerned with the production of disease and health. For it is said to do the latter essentially, the former only accidentally, since it is absolutely foreign to medicine to produce disease. So he who has described medicine in reference to both health and disease has given no better a definition than he who has done so in reference to one of them only ; nay, he has perhaps even given a worse definition, since anyone else who is not a doctor is capable of producing disease.
Furthermore, when there are more things than one to which the term which is being defined is applicable, you must see whether he has assigned it in reference not to the better but to the worse ; for every kind of knowledge and capacity is generally regarded as concerned with the best.
Again, if the term which has been described is not placed in its appropriate genus, you must examine it according to the elementary rules regarding genera, as has been said above.0
Furthermore, you must see whether in his description he passes over the genera, for example, when he defines justice as ‘ a state productive of equality,’ or ‘ distributive of what is equal ’ ; for by such a defini-0 139 b 3.
(c) Observe whether the subject of the definition is referred not to the better but to the worse.
Cd) Observe whether the genus is not rightly constituted.
(e) Observe whether there is a failure to put the subject in
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την αρετήν. άπολιπών ονν το τής δικαιοσύνης γένος ου λέγει το τί ήν εΐναι* ή γάρ ουσία έκάστω μετά τοΰ γένους, εστι δε τούτο ταύτδν τω μη εις 20 το έγγυτάτω γένος θεΐναι- 6 γάρ εις τδ έγγυτάτω θ εις πάντα τα επάνω εΐρηκεν, επειδή πάντα τα επάνω γένη των υποκάτω κατηγορεΐται. ώστ ή είς τδ έγγυτάτω γένος θετέον, ή πάσας τάς διαφοράς τω επάνω γένει προσαπτέον, δι* ών ορίζεται τδ έγγυτάτω γένος.	ουτω γάρ οΰδεν
25 αν είη παραλελοιπώς, ἀλλ* άντ ονόματος λόγω είρηκώς αν είη τδ υποκάτω γένος. 6 δ* αύτδ μόνον τδ επάνω γένος είπας ου λέγει και τ δ υποκάτω γένος' ο γάρ φυτδν είπας ου λέγει δένδρου.
VI.	Πάλιν επί των διαφορών ομοίως σκεπτέον 3ο ει καί τάς διαφοράς είπε τάς τοΰ γένους, ει γάρ μη ταις τοΰ πράγματος ίδίαις ώρισται διαφοραΐς, ή καί παντελώς τοιοΰτον εΐρηκεν ο μηδενδς ενδέχεται διαφοράν είναι, οΐον τδ ζώον ή την ουσίαν, δήλον ότι οΰχ ώρισται' οΰδενδς γάρ διαφοραί τα είρημένα. όράν δε καί εΐ εστιν άντιδιηρημένον 35 τι τή είρημένη διαφορά, ει γάρ μη εστι, δήλον ότι ου κ αν είη ή είρημένη τοΰ γένους διαφορά' 143 b παν γάρ γένος ταις άντιδιηρημέναις διαφοραΐς διαιρείται, καθάπερ τδ ζώον τω πεζώ καί τω πτηνώ καί τω ενυδρω καί τω δίποδι. ή ει εστι μεν ή άντιδιηρημένη διαφορά, μη αληθεύεται δε 588
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tion he passes over virtue, and so by omitting the its nearest genus of justice he fails to state its essence ; for the genus* essence of a thing involves its genus. This amounts to the same thing as not putting the subject into its nearest genus ; for he who has put it into the nearest genus has stated all the higher genera, since all the higher genera are predicated of the lower. Either, therefore, it ought to put into the nearest genus, or else all the differentiae, through which the nearest genus is defined, ought to be added to the higher genus. By so doing he would not have omitted anything, but would have stated the lower genus instead of mentioning the name. But he who has merely stated the higher genus by itself does not state the lower genus also ; for lie who calls a thing a ‘ plant ’ does not call it a ‘ tree,’
VI. Again, you must, in like manner, consider, as Rules as to regards differentiae, whether he has stated the dif- ^^eruiae ferentiae too as those of the genus. For, if he has defini-not framed his definition by means of the differentiae (a/W ratio peculiar to the subject, or else has stated something nius^be*106 such as cannot possibly be a differentia of anything considered, at all (for example ‘ animal ’ or ‘ substance ’), it is obvious that he has not given a definition ; for the above terms are not differentiae of anything. Also you must see whether there is an opposite member of a division corresponding to the differentia stated ; for, if not, obviously the differentia stated could not be a differentia of the genus ; for every genus is distinguished by differentiae which are the opposite members of a corresponding division, for example,
‘ animal ’ by the terms ‘ pedestrian,’ ‘ winged,’ ‘ aquatic ’ and ‘ biped.’ Or else you must see whether the corresponding differentia exists but is not true of the
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κατά του γένους, δῆλον γάρ ότι ουδέτερα αν εΐη 5 του γένους διαφορά· πάσαι γάρ α Ι άντιδιηρημεναι διαφοραί αληθεύονται κατά του οικείου γένους, ομοίως δε και ει αληθεύεται μεν, μη ποιεί δε προστιθέμενη τω γενει είδος, δήλον γάρ οτι ου κ αν εΐη αυτή ειδοποιός διαφορά του γένους· πάσα γάρ είδοποιος διαφορά μετά του γένους είδος ίο ποιεί, ει δ* αυτή μη εστι διαφορά, οόδ’ η λεχθεΐσα, επει ταύτη άντιδιηρηται.
Έτι εάν άποφάσει διαιρή το γένος, καθάπερ οι την γραμμήν οριζόμενοι μήκος άπλατες είναι, οΰδεν γάρ άλλο σημαίνει ή οτι ου κ εχει πλάτος, συμβήσεται οΰν το γένος μετεχειν του είδους· 15 παν γάρ μήκος ή άπλατες ή πλάτος 0χον εστιν, επει κατά παντός ή ή κατάφασις ή ή άπόφασις αληθεύεται, ώστε και τό γένος τής γραμμής μήκος ου ή άπλατες ή πλάτος εχον ἔσται, μήκος δ’ άπλατες είδους εστι λόγος, ομοίως δε και μήκος πλάτος εχον τό γάρ άπλατες και πλάτος €χον 20 διαφοραί εισιν, εκ δἐ τής διαφοράς και τοΰ γένους ό τοΰ είδους εστι λόγος, ώστε τό γένος επιδεχοιτ αν τον τοΰ είδους λόγον, ομοίως δἐ καί τον τής διαφοράς, επειδή ή ετερα των είρημενων διαφορών εξ ανάγκης κατηγορεΐται τοΰ γένους. εστι δ’ ό είρημενος τόπος χρήσιμος προς τούς τιθέμενους 25 ιδέας είναι, ει γάρ εστιν αυτό μήκος, πώς κατ-ηγορηθήσεται κατά τοΰ γένους οτι πλάτος €χον εστιν ή άπλατες εστιν; δει γάρ κατα παντός 590
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genus ; for then obviously neither of them could be a differentia of the genus ; for all the corresponding differentiae are true of the proper genus. In like manner, too, you must see whether, though it is true, yet its addition to the genus does not make a species.
For then it is obvious that this could not be a specific differentia of the genus ; for a specific differentia, combined with the genus, always makes a species.
But, if this is not a differentia, neither is the one which has been stated, since it is an opposite member of a division corresponding with this.
Furthermore, you must see whether he divides the (l) Observe genus by means of a negation, as do those who define genus is 6 ‘ line ’ as ‘ length without breadth ’ ; for this simply divMedjby signifies that it has not breadth. The result, therefore, will be that the genus partakes of its species ; for, since either the affirmation or the negation is true of everything, length must always either be without breadth or possess breadth, and so the genus of ‘ line,’ which is ‘ length,’ will also either be without breadth or possess breadth. But ‘ length without breadth ’ is a description of a species, as similarly also is ‘ length with breadth * ; for ‘ without breadth ’ and ‘ with breadth ’ are differentiae, and the description of the species is made up of the differentia and the genus ; and so the genus would admit of the description of the species. Similarly, too, it would admit of the description of the differentia, since one of the above differentiae is necessarily predicated of the genus. The above commonplace is useful in dealing with those who assert that ‘ ideas ’ exist ; for, if absolute length exists, how is it to be predicated of the genus that it is possessed of breadth or that it is without breadth ? For one of these tivo state-
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μήκους το ετερον αυτών άληθευεσθαι, εΐπερ κατά του γένους άληθευεσθαι μέλλει, τούτο δ’ ου συμβαίνει· εστι γάρ άπλατή και πλάτος εχοντα μήκη. 30 ώστε προς εκείνους μόνους χρήσιμος 6 τόπος, οι παν1 γένος εν αριθμώ φασίν είναι, τούτο δἐ ποιοϋσιν οι τάς ιδεας τιθέμενοι* αυτό γάρ μήκος καί αυτό ζώον γένος φασίν είναι.
’Ίσως δ' επ' ενίων άναγκαΐον καί άποφάσει χρήσθαι τον οριζόμενου, οΐον επί τῶν στερήσεων* 35 τυφλόν γάρ εστι τό μή €χον όφιν, οτε πεφυκεν όχειν. διαφέρει δ' ουδεν άποφάσε ι διελεῖν τό γε-
144	a νος, ή τοιαύτη καταφάσει ή άπόφασιν άναγκαΐον
άντιδιαιρεΐσθαι, οΐον ει μήκος πλάτος 'όχον ώρι-σται· τω γάρ πλάτος εχοντι τό μή εχον πλάτος άντιδιήρηται, άλλο δ’ ουδεν, ώστε άποφάσει πάλιν διαιρείται τό γένος.
5 Πάλιν ει τό είδος ως διαφοράν άπεδωκε, καθάπερ οι τον προπηλακισμόν ΰβριν μετά χλευασίας οριζόμενοι· ή γάρ χλευασία ϋβρις τις, ώστ ου διαφορά άλλ’ είδος ή χλευασία.
*Έτι ει τό γένος ως διαφοράν εϊρηκεν, οΐον την ίο αρετήν εξιν αγαθήν ή σπουδαίων · γένος γάρ τάγαθόν τής αρετής ἐστίν, ή ου γένος τάγαθόν, αλλά διαφορά, εΐπερ αληθές ότι ουκ ενδεχεται ταύτόν εν δυο γενεσιν είναι μή περιεχουσιν άλληλα. ούτε γάρ τάγαθόν τήν εξιν περιεχει ουθ’
1 Reading παν with ΑΒ for τό.
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ments must be true of every length, if it is going to be true of the genus. This, however, does not happen; for there are lengths without breadth and lengths possessing breadth. This commonplace, therefore, is useful only in dealing with those who say that every genus is numerically one ; and this is what those do who assert the existence of ‘ ideas ’; for they say that absolute length and absolute animal are the genus.
Perhaps in some cases the definer must necessarily use negation, for example, in defining privations. For ‘ blind ’ is that which does not possess sight when it is its nature to possess it. But there is no difference between dividing the genus by means of a negation and by means of such an affirmation as must necessarily have a negation in the opposite member of a corresponding division, for example, when a definition has been given as ‘ length possessing breadth ’; for the opposite member of the corresponding division to that which possesses breadth is that which does not possess breadth, and nothing else, so that again the genus is divided by a negation.
Again, you must see whether he has assigned the species as a differentia, as do those who define ‘ contumely ’ as ‘ insolence combined with scoffing ’ ; for scoffing is a kind of insolence, and so scoffing is not a differentia but a species.
Moreover, you must see whether he has stated the genus as a differentia, saying, for example, that ‘ virtue is a good or worthy state ’ ; for ‘ good ’ is the genus of ‘ virtue.’ Or perhaps ‘ good ’ is not the genus but the differentia, if indeed it is true that it is impossible for the same thing to be in two genera one of which does not include the other ; for ‘ good ’ does not include ‘ state,’ nor does ‘ state ’ include
593
[Note on an exceptional case.]
(c) Observe whether the species or the genus is assigned as a
differentia.
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ή έξις τάγαθόν ου γάρ πάσα έξις αγαθόν, ουδέ 15 παν αγαθόν έξις, ώστ ου κ αν είη γένη άμφότερα. ει ουν ή έξις της αρετής γένος, δῆλον οτ ι τάγαθόν ου γένος, άλλα μάλλον δια φορά. ετι ή μεν έξις τί ἐστι σημαίνει η αρετή, τό δ’ αγαθόν ου τί ἐστιν άλλα ποιόν δοκεΐ δ' ή διαφορά ποιόν τι σημαίνειν. 20 'Οράν δε και ει μή ποιόν τι αλλά τόδε σημαίνει ή άποδοθεΐσα διαφορά· δοκεΐ γάρ ποιόν τι πάσα διαφορά δηλοΰν.
Σικοπεΐν δε και ει κατά συμβεβηκός υπάρχει τω όριζομενω ή διαφορά, ούδεμία γάρ διαφορά των 25 κατά συμβεβηκός υπαρχόντων ἐστί, καθάπερ ουδέ τό γένος· ου γάρ ενδεχεται την διαφοράν ύπάρχειν τινι και μή ύπάρχειν.
Έτι ει κατηγορεΐται του γένους ή διαφορά ή τό είδος ή των κάτωθεν τι του είδους, ούκ αν είη 30 ώρισμένος' ούδεν γάρ των εϊρημενών ενδεχεται του γένους κατηγορεΐσθαι, επειδή τό γένος επί πλεΐστον πάντων λεγεται. πάλιν ει κατηγορεΐται τό γένος τής διαφοράς' ου γάρ κατά τής διαφοράς, αλλά καθ' ών ή διαφορά, τό γένος δοκεΐ κατηγορεΐσθαι, οιον τό ζωον κατά του ανθρώπου καί του βοός 35 καί των άλλων πεζών ζώων, ούκ αυτής τής δι αφοράς τής κατά του είδους λεγομενης. ει γάρ καθ' εκάστης των διαφορών τό ζωον κατηγορη-θήσεται, πολλά ζώα τού είδους αν κατηγοροΐτο· 144 b αι γάρ διαφοραί τού είδους κατηγοροϋνται. ετι 594
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‘ good,’ for not every ‘ state ’ is ‘ good ’ nor every * good ’ a ‘ state.’ They could not, therefore, both be genera, and so, if ‘ state ’ is the genus of virtue, obviously ‘ good ’ is not its genus but rather a differentia. Furthermore, a ‘ state ’ indicates the essence of virtue, whereas ‘ good ’ indicates not the essence but a quality ; and it is generally held that it is the differentia which indicates a quality.
You must also see whether the differentia assigned indicates not a quality but a particular thing ; for it is generally held that the differentia always signifies a quality.
You must also consider whether the differentia belongs accidentally to the subject of the definition. For no differentia is of the number of things which belong accidentally, as neither is the genus ; for it is impossible for the differentia to belong to something and also not to belong.
Furthermore, if the differentia or the species or anything that falls under the species is predicated of the genus, the definer cannot have given a definition ; for none of the above can be predicated of the genus, since the genus has the widest field of all. Again, you must see whether the genus is predicated of the differentia ; for it is generally held that the genus is predicated, not of the differentia, but of the things of which the differentia is predicated. For example, ‘ animal ’ is predicated of ‘ man * and of ‘ ox ’ and of the other pedestrian animals, not of the differentia itself, which is predicated of the species. For, if ‘ animal ’ is going to be predicated of each of the differentiae, a number of animals would be predicated of the species ; for the differentiae are predicated of the species. Further, all differentiae
595
(d) Observe whether the differentia signifies a particular thing, or has the notion of an accident.
(e) Observe whether differentia or species be predicated of genus or genus of differentia, or species of differentia.
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διαφοραί πάσαι η είδη ἡ άτομα εσται, είπερ ζωα* έκαστον γάρ των ζώων η είδος ἐστιν ἡ άτομον.
'Ομοίως δε σκεπτεον καί εί τδ είδος ἣ των 5 υποκάτω τι του είδους της διαφοράς κατηγορεΐταί’ αδύνατον γάρ, επειδή επί πλέον η διαφορά των ειδών λεγεται. ετι συμβησεται την διαφοράν είδος είναι, εΐπερ κατηγορεΐταί τι αυτής των ειδών· ει γάρ κατηγορεΐταί άνθρωπος, δηλον οτ ι η διαφορά άνθρωπός ἐστιν, πάλιν ει μη πρότερον η ίο διαφορά του είδους· του μεν γάρ γένους ύστερον, του δ* είδους πρότερον την διαφοράν δει είναι.
Σικοπεΐν δἐ καί. εΐ ετερου γένους η ρηθεΐσα διαφορά μη περιεχομένου μηδε περιεχοντος. ου δοκεΐ γάρ η αυτή διαφορά δυο γενών είναι μη 15 περιεχόντων άλληλα. ει δε μη, συμβησεται καί είδος το αυτά εν δίο γενεσιν είναι μη περιεχουσιν άλληλα· επιφερει γάρ εκάστη τών διαφορών το οίκεΐον γένος, καθάπερ το πεζόν καί το δίπουν το ζώον συνεπιφέρει, ώστε ει καθ' ου η διαφορά, καί τών γενών εκάτερον, δηλον [οΰν] ότι το είδος 20 ἐν δυο γενεσιν ου περιεχουσιν άλληλα. η ου κ αδύνατον την αυτήν διαφοράν δυο γενών είναι μη περιεχόντων άλληλα, αλλά προσθετεον μηδ* άμφω υπό ταύτον οντων. το γάρ πεζόν ζώον καί το πτηνόν ζώον γένη εστίν ου περίεχον τα άλληλα, καί άμφοτερων αυτών ἐστι τό δίπουν 25 διαφορά. ώστε προσθετεον ότι μηδ’ υπό ταύτό 596
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will be either species or individuals, if they are animals ; for each animal is either a species or an individual.
In like manner you must consider also whether the species or any of the things which come under the species is predicated of the differentia ; for this is impossible, since the differentia is used over a wider field than the species. Furthermore, if any of the species is predicated of it, the result will be that the differentia is a species ; for if ‘ man * is predicated, obviously the differentia is man. Again, you must see whether the differentia fails to be prior to the species ; for the differentia ought to be posterior to the genus but prior to the species.
You must consider also whether the differentia (/) observe stated is of a different genus, neither contained by ^a^her the nor containing it. For it is generally held that the differentia same differentia cannot attach to two genera neither anothert0 of which contains the other ; otherwise it will result 8enU8· that the same species also is in two genera neither of which includes the other ; for each of the differentiae involves its own genus, for example ‘ pedestrian ’ and ‘ winged ’ involve ‘ animal.’ If, therefore, each of the genera, too, is predicated of that of which the differentia is predicated, it is obvious that the species falls under two genera neither of which contains the other. Or, perhaps, it is not impossible that the same differentia should belong to two genera neither of Avhich contains the other, and we ought to add ‘ if they do not fall under the same genus.’ For ‘ pedestrian animal ’ and ‘ winged animal ’ are genera neither of which contains the other, and ‘ biped ’ is a differentia of both of them, so that ‘ if they do not fall under the same genus ’ ought to be added ;
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οντων άμφω' ταΰτα γάρ άμφω υπό τό ζώόν ἐστιν. δῆλον δἐ καί οτι ουκ ανάγκη την δια φοράν παν το οίκεΐον έπιφέρειν γένος, επειδή ένδέχεται την αυτήν δίο γ€νών είναι μη περιεχόντων άλληλα’ άλλα το έτερον μόνον ανάγκη συνεπιφέρω και 30 τα επάνω τούτου, καθάπερ το δίπουν το πτηνόν η το πεζόν συνεπιφέρει ζωον.
'Οράν δε και ει το εν τινι διαφοράν άποδέδωκεν ουσίας· ου δοκεΐ γαρ διαφέρειν ουσία ουσίας τω που είναι, διό και τοΐς τω πεζώ και τω ενυδρω διαιροΰσι το ζωον έπιτιμωσιν ως τό πεζόν και 35 τό ενυδρον που σημαίνον, η επί μεν τούτων ουκ ορθώς έπιτιμωσιν’ ου γαρ εν τινι ουδέ που σημαίνει τό ενυδρον, άλλα ποιόν τί’ καί γαρ αν η εν τω ζηρω, ομοίως ενυδρον’ ομοίως δε τό χερσαΐον,
145	a καν εν ύγρω, χερσαΐον άλλ' ουκ ενυδρον ἔσται.
άλλ’ όμως εάν ποτε σημαίνη τό εν τινι η διαφορά, δηλον ότι διημαρτηκως έσται.
Πάλιν ει τό πάθος διαφοράν άποδέδωκεν. παν γάρ πάθος μάλλον γινόμενον εξίστησι της ουσίας, 5 ή δε διαφορά ου τοιουτον' μάλλον γάρ σώζειν δοκεΐ ή διαφορά ου εστί διαφορά, καί απλώς άδυνατον είναι άνευ της οικείας διαφοράς έκαστον πεζού γάρ μη οντος ουκ εσται άνθρωπος, απλώς δ’ είπεΐν, καθ' όσα άλλοιοΰται τό εχον, ούδέν 598
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for they both fall under ‘ animal.’ It is obvious also that, since it is possible for the same differentia to attach to two genera neither of which contains the other, it does not necessarily follow that the differentia involves every appropriate genus, but it need only involve one or other of them and the genera which are higher than it, as ‘ biped ’ involves ‘ winged animal ’ or ‘ walking animal.’
You must also see whether the definer has assigned existence ‘ in ’ something as a differentia of the essence ; for it is generally held that one essence does not differ from another in respect of locality. Hence arises the criticism of those who divide animals by the term ‘ pedestrian ’ and ‘ aquatic,’ on the ground that ‘ pedestrian ’ and ‘ aquatic ’ signify locality. Or perhaps the criticism is not justified ; for ‘ aquatic ’ does not signify existence ‘ in ’ something nor locality, but a certain quality ; for even though it be on dry land, an aquatic animal is equally aquatic, and likewise the land animal, even though it be in the water, will still be a land and not an aquatic animal. But, for all that, if ever the differentia signifies existence ‘ in ’ something, obviously he will have committed a serious error.
Again, you must see whether he has assigned an affection as a differentia ; for every affection, if it is intensified, causes a departure from the essence, whereas a differentia is not of this kind. For it is generally held that the differentia tends rather to preserve that of which it is the differentia and that it is absolutely impossible for an individual thing to exist without its appropriate differentia ; for if ‘ pedestrian ’ does not exist, ‘ man ’ will not exist. To put the matter generally, nothing in respect of
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(gr) Observe whether locality or an affection is assigned as the differentia of the essence.
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τούτων δι,αφορά εκείνον' άπαντα yap τα τοιαντα ίο μάλλον γινόμενα εξίστησι της ουσίας. ωστ ει τινα τοιαυτην διαφοράν απεδωκεν, ημαρτηκεν απλώς γάρ ούκ άλλοιονμεθα κατά τάς διαφοράς.
Καί ει τινος των πρός τι μη προς άλλο την διαφοράν άποδεδωκεν' των γάρ πρός τι και αι δια-15 φοραί πρός τι, καθάπερ και της επιστήμης' θεωρητική γάρ και πρακτική και ποιητική λεγεται, έκαστον δε τούτων πρός τι σημαίνει· θεωρητική γάρ τινος και ποιητική τινος και πρακτική.
Σικοπεΐν δε και ει προς δ πεφνκεν έκαστον των 20 πρός τι άποδίδωσιν 6 οριζόμενος, ενιοις μεν γαρ προς δ πεφνκεν έκαστον των πρός τι μόνον εστι χρήσθαι, προς άλλο δ’ ονδεν, ενιοις δε και προς άλλο, οΐον τη δφει προς το ίδεΐν μόνον, τη δε στλεγγίδι καν άρνσαιτό τις' άλλ’ όμως ει τις όρίσαιτο την στλεγγίδα δργανον προς το άρνειν, 25 ημαρτηκεν■ ον γάρ προς τούτο πεφνκεν. ορος δε του προς δ πεφνκεν, εφ* ο αν χρησαιτο 6 φρόνιμος η φρόνιμος, καί η περί έκαστον οικεία όπιστημη.
"Η εΐ μη του πρώτον απεδωκεν, δταν τνγχάνη προς πλείω λεγόμενον, οΐον την φρόνησιν αρετήν 600
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which its possessor undergoes alteration is a differentia of its possessor ; for all things of this kind, if they are intensified, cause a departure from the essence.
If, therefore, the definer has assigned any differentia of this kind, he has made a mistake ; for we undergo absolutely no alteration in respect of our differentiae.
You must also see whether he has failed to assign (Λ) Observe the differentia of a relative term as relative to some- di^ercnUa^ thing else ; for the differentiae of relative terms are also relative, for example, those of knowledge. For relative, it is said to be theoretical, practical and creative, and ?£?ie;hcr each or these terms signifies a relation ; tor it theorizes is apt. about something or creates something or does something.
You must also see whether the definer assigns each relative term relatively to that for which it is naturally adapted ; for some things can be used for that for which each of them is naturally adapted and for nothing else, while other things can be used also for some other purpose ; for example, sight can only be used for seeing, whereas one can use a strigil for drawing off liquid.® Nevertheless if a man should define a strigil as an instrument for drawing off liquid, he has made a mistake ; for this is not its natural purpose. The definition of the natural purpose of an object is ‘ that for which the prudent man, in virtue of his prudence, and the science which is appropriate to the object λνοιιΜ employ it.’
Or, again, you must see whether, when a term (i) Observe
happens to be «applied in several relations, he has deifnition^6
failed to assign it in its primary relation ; for example, assigned in °	ι	j	1 its primary
α In Aristoph. Thesm. 556 the word is actually used of an instrument for drawing off wine from a cask.
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30 ανθρώπου η φυχης καί μη του λογιστικού* πρώτου γάρ τοΰ λογιστικού αρετή η φρόνησις’ κατά γάρ τούτο και η φνχη καί 6 άνθρωπος φρονεΐν λεγεται.
Έτι εί μη δεκτικόν εστιν ου εΐρηται τό ώρισ-μενον πάθος η1 διάθεσις η ότιούν άλλο, ημάρτηκεν. 35 πάσα γάρ διάθεσις και παν πάθος εν εκείνω πε-φυκε γίνεσθαι ου ἐστι διάθεσις η πάθος, καθάπερ και η επιστήμη εν φυχη διάθεσις ουσα φυχής. ενίοτε δε διαμαρτάνουσιν εν τοΐς τοιούτοις, οΐον 145 b οσο ι λεγουσιν οτ ι ύπνος εστιν αδυναμία αίσθησεως, και η απορία ίσότης εναντίων λογισμών, και η άλγηδών διάστασις των σύμφυτων μερών μετά βίας’ ούτε γάρ 6 ύπνος υπάρχει τη αΙσθησει, εδει δ\ είπερ αδυναμία αίσθησεώς εστιν. ομοίως δ’ 5 ουδ’ η απορία υπάρχει τοΐς εναντίοις λογισμοΐς, ούδ’ η άλγηδών τοΐς συμφύτοις μερεσιν’ άλγήσει γάρ τα άφυχα, είπερ άλγηδών αύτοϊς παρεσται. τοιούτος δε και 6 της ύγιείας ορισμός, είπερ συμμετρία θερμών και φυχρών εστιν’ ανάγκη γάρ ύγιαίνειν τα θερμά και φυχρά’ η γάρ εκάστου ίο συμμετρία εν εκείνοις υπάρχει ών ἐστι συμμετρία, ώσθ* η ύγίεια ύπάρχοι αν αύτοϊς. ετι τό ποιού-μενον εις τό ποιητικόν η άνάπαλιν συμβαίνει τιθεναι τοΐς ούτως όριζομενοις. ου γάρ εστιν άλγηδών ή διάστασις τών σύμφυτων μερών, άλλά ποιητικόν άλγηδόνος’ ούδ η αδυναμία της αι-15 σθησεως ύπνος, άλλά ποιητικόν θάτερον θατερου’ 1 Deleting ή after η.
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if he has defined * wisdom ’ as the virtue of ‘ man ’ or of the ‘ soul ’ and not of the ‘ reasoning faculty ’ ; for wisdom is primarily the virtue of the reasoning faculty, for it is in respect of this that both ‘ soul ’ and ‘ man ’ are said to be wise.
Moreover, he has made a mistake, if that of which O') Observe the term which has been defined has been said to he affectionthe an affection or disposition or whatever else it may be, tfort does not admit of it. For every disposition and every defined as affection naturally comes into being in that of which affectine* it is a disposition or affection, for example, knowledge in the soul, since it is a disposition of soul. But sometimes people make mistakes in such matters, for example, those who say that ‘ sleep ’ is ‘ impotence of sensation ’ and ‘ perplexity ’ an ‘ equality of contrary reasonings,’ and ‘ pain ’ a ‘ separation of conjoined parts accompanied by violence.’ For neither is sleep an attribute of sensation, though it ought to be if it is an impotence of sensation. Similarly neither is perplexity an attribute of contrary reasonings nor pain an attribute of conjoined parts ; for, if it were so, inanimate things will be in pain, since pain Avill be present in them. Of like character is the definition of ‘ health/ if it is stated to be a ‘ balance of things hot and cold ’ ; for then things hot and cold must have health ; for the balance of anything exists in those things of which it is the balance, and so health would exist in them. Moreover, the result produced by those who frame definitions in this λναγ is to put the effect in place of the cause and vice versa. For the separation of the conjoined parts is not pain, but a cause of pain, and impotence of sensation is not sleep, but one is the cause of the other ; for either we go to sleep owing to impotence
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ήτοι γάρ διά την αδυναμίαν ύπνοΰμεν, η διά τ ον ύπνον άδυνατοΰμεν. ομοίως δε καί της απορίας δόξειεν αν ποιητικόν είναι η των εναντίων ίσότης λογισμών όταν γάρ επ' άμφότερα λογιζομενοις ἡμῖν ομοίως άπαντα φαίνηται καθ' εκάτερον 20 γίνεσθαι, απορουμεν όπότερον πράξωμεν.
Έτι κατά τούς χρόνους πάντας επισκοπεΐν ει που διαφωνεί, οΐον ει τό αθάνατον ώρίσατο ζωον άφθαρτον νυν είναι' τό γάρ νυν άφθαρτον ζωον νυν αθάνατον εσται. η επί μεν τούτου ου συμ-25 βαίνει' αμφίβολον γάρ τό νυν άφθαρτον είναι' η γάρ ότι ούκ εφθαρται νυν σημαίνει, η ότι ου δυνατόν φθαρηναι νυν, ή ότι τοιοΰτόν εστι νυν οΐον μηδέποτε φθαρηνα ι. όταν ούν λέγω μεν ότι άφθαρτον νυν ἐστι ζωον, τούτο λεγομεν ότι νυν τοιοΰτόν εστι ζωον οΐον μηδέποτε φθαρηνα ι. τούτο δε τω άθανάτω τό αυτό ην, ώστ ου συμβαίνει νΰν 30 αυτό αθάνατον είναι, άλλ' όμως αν συμβαίνη τό μεν κατά τον λόγον άποδοθεν ύπαρχειν νΰν η πρότερον, τό δε κατά τοϋνομα μη ύπαρχε ιν, ούκ αν εΐη τ αυτόν, χρηστεον ούν τω τόπω καθάπερ εΐρηται.
VII.	Σικεπτεον δε καί ει καθ' ετερόν τι μάλλον 35 λεγεται τό όρισθεν η κατά τον άποδοθεντα λόγον, οΐον ει η δικαιοσύνη δύναμις τοΰ ΐσου διανεμητική.
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of sensation, or we lose the power of sensation owing to sleep. Similarly, too, it would be generally held that the equality of contrary reasonings is a cause of perplexity ; for, when we arc reasoning on both sides of a question and everything appears to have equal weight on either side, we are perplexed which of the two courses we are to adopt.
Furthermore, you must consider all the possible periods of time and look for any discrepancy. Take, for example, the definition of' immortal ’ as ‘ a living creature at present immune from destruction ’; for a living creature ‘ at present ’ immune from destruction will be ‘ at present ’ immortal. Or, possibly, it does not follow in this case ; for ‘ at present immune from destruction ’ is ambiguous, since it can mean either that it has not been destroyed at present, or that it cannot be destroyed at present, or that is at present such as never to be destroyed. When, therefore, we say that a living creature is at present immune from destruction, we mean that it is at present a living creature such as never to be destroyed; and this is the same as saying that it is immortal, so that it does not follow that it is immortal only at present. But, nevertheless, if that which is assigned in the description happens to belong only in the present or in the past, whereas that which is expressed by the name does not so belong, they could not be the same thing. The commonplace, therefore, ought to be employed as described above.
VII.	You should also consider whether the term defined is rather applied in virtue of something other than what is expressed in the description assigned. Take, for example, the definition of ‘ justice as ‘ a capacity for distributing what is equal ’ ; for a just
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(k) Observe whether the ratio of time concurs with the subject of definition.
Various ways of testing a definition: (a) Is there any better definition ?
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δίκαιος γάρ μάλλον 6 προαιρούμενο? τό ’ίσον 146 a διανεΐμαι του δνναμένου, ώστ' ούκ αν εϊη η δικαιοσύνη δύναμις τον Ίσου διανεμητική- και γαρ δίκαιος εϊη αν μάλιστα 6 δυνάμενος μάλιστα το ίσον δίαν είμαι.
’Έτι εϊ τδ μεν πράγμα δέχεται τδ μάλλον, τδ δε κατά τον λόγον άποδοθεν μη δέχεται, η άνά-5 πάλιν τό μεν κατά τον λόγον άποδοθεν δέχεται, τό δε πράγμα μη. δει γάρ άμφότερα δεχεσθαι η μηδέτερον, εϊπερ δη ταύτόν εστι το κατά ’ τον λόγον άποδοθεν τω πράγματι. ἔτι εί δέχεται μεν άμφότερα το μάλλον, μη άμα δε την έπίδοσιν άμφότερα λαμβάνει, οΐον ει ό ερως επιθυμία ίο συνουσίας ἐστίν ό γάρ μάλλον ερών ου μάλλον επιθυμεί της συνουσίας, ώστ ούχ άμα άμχφότερα το μάλλον επιδέχεται- εδει δε γε, είπερ ταύτόν
τ
ην.
’Έτι ει δύο τινῶν προτεθέντων, καθ' ου τό πράγμα μάλλον λέγεται, τό κατά τον λόγον ηττον 15 λέγεται, οΐον ει τό πυρ εστι σώμα τό λεπτομερέστατου- πυρ μεν γάρ μάλλον η φλόί; εστι του φωτός, σώμα δε τό λεπτομερέστατου ηττον ηΧ φλόξ του φωτός- εδει δ’ άμφότερα μάλλον τω αύτώ ύπάρχειν, εϊπερ ταύτά ην. πάλιν εί τό μεν ομοίως 1 Reading <ἡ> φλόξ.
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man is rather he who deliberately chooses to distribute what is equal than he λ\Ήο has the capacity for doing so : so that justice could not be a capacity for distributing what is equal; for then a man would be most just who has the greatest capacity for distributing what is equal.
Furthermore, you must see whether the subject of the definition admits of a greater degree, whereas that which is assigned by the terms of the description does not; or, on the contrary, whether that which is assigned by the terms of the description admits of a greater degree, whereas what is assigned by the terms of the definition does not. For either both must admit of it or neither, if that which is assigned by the terms of the description is the same as the subject of the definition. Further, you must see whether both admit of a greater degree while both do not experience the increase at the same time. The definition of ‘ love ’ as ‘ a desire for sexual intercourse ’ is a case in point; for he who is more in love has not more desire for intercourse, so that both feelings do not admit of a greater degree at the same time, whereas they should do so if they were the same thing.
Furthermore, when alternatives are proposed, you must see whether, where the subject of the definition applies in a greater degree, what is assigned by the definition applies in a less degree. Take, for example, the definition of ‘ fire as ‘ a body consisting of the most subtle parts ’ ; for ‘ fire ’ is ‘ flame ’ rather than ‘ light,’ on the other hand ‘ the body consisting of the most subtle parts ’ is less ‘ flame ’ than ‘ light,’ whereas both ought to belong in a greater degree to the same tiling, if they were the same. Again,
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(6) Does the definition admit of degrees while its subject does not ?
(c) In the
case of alternatives where the subject of the definition is more applicable, is its content less so ?
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άμφοτεροις υπάρχει τοι? προτεθεΐσι, το δ9 ετερον 20 μη ομοίως άμφοτεροις, άλλα τω ετερω μάλλον.
Έτι εάν προς δίο τον ορισμόν αποδώ καθ' εκά-τερον, οίον τό καλόν τό δι’ όφεως η τό δι9 ακοής ήδύ, και τό ον τό δυνατόν παθεΐν η ποίησαι* άμα γάρ ταύτόν καλόν τε και ου καλόν εσται, ομοίως 25 δε και ον τε και ούκ ον. τό γάρ δι9 ακοής ηδυ ταύτόν τω καλώ εσται, ώστε τό μη ηδυ δι9 ακοής τω μη καλώ ταύτόν' τοΐς γάρ αύτοΐς και τα αντικείμενα ταύτά, άντίκειται δε τω μεν καλώ τό ού καλόν, τω δε δι’ ακοής ήδεΐ τό ούχ ηδυ δι ακοής, δηλον οΰν ότι ταύτόν τό ούχ ηδυ δι* ακοής 30 τω ού καλώ. ει οΰν τι εστί δι9 όφεως μεν ήδύ δι9 ακοής δἐ μη, καλόν τε καί ού καλόν εσται. ομοίως δε δείξομεν καί διότι ταύτόν ον τε καί ούκ ον ἐστιν.
’Έτι καί τών γενών καί τών διαφορών καί των άλλων απάντων τών εν τοΐς όρισμοΐς άποδιδομε-35 νων λὐχους· αντί τών ονομάτων ποιοΰντα σκοπεΐν ει τι διαφωνεί.
VIII.	Έάν δ’ ή προς τι τό όριζόμενον ή καθ9 αυτό ή κατά τό γένος, σκοπεΐν ει μη εΐρηται εν 146 b τω όρισμώ προς ο λέγεται ή αύτό ή κατά τό γένος, οΐον εΐ την επιστήμην ώρίσατο ύπόληφιν αμετάπειστου ή την βούλησιν όρεζιν άλυπον.
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you must see whether one belongs similarly to the terms proposed, while the other does not belong similarly to both, but in a greater degree to one of them.
Furthermore, you must see if he renders the definition in relation to two things separately, for example when he defines ‘ the beautiful ’ as ‘ what is pleasant to the sight or to the hearing,’ or ‘ the existent ’ as ‘ what is capable of being affected or of affecting something else * ; for then the same thing will be both beautiful and not beautiful, and likewise also both existent and non-existent. For ‘ pleasant to the hearing ’ will be the same as ‘ beautiful,’ and so ‘ not pleasant to the hearing ’ will be the same as ‘ not beautiful ’ ; for the opposites of identical things too are identical, and ‘ not beautiful ’ is the opposite of ‘ beautiful,’ while ‘ not pleasant to the hearing ’ is the opposite of ‘ pleasant to the hearing.’ Obviously, therefore, ‘ not pleasant to the hearing ’ is the same as ‘ not beautiful/ If, therefore, a thing is pleasant to the sight but not to the hearing, it will be both beautiful and not beautiful. And, similarly, we shall show also that the same thing is both existent and non-existent.
Furthermore, you should frame descriptions of both the genera and the differentiae and everything else assigned in the definitions to take the place of the names and see whether there is any discrepancy.
VIII.	If what is being defined is relative, either in itself or in its genus, you must examine whether there has been a failure in the definition to mention to what it is relative, either in itself or in its genus ; for example, if the definer has defined ‘ knowledge ’ as an ‘ incontrovertible conception,’ or ‘ wish * as a
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(d) Is the definition rendered in relation to two things taken
separately ?
(e) Is there any discrepancy of genera and differentiae?
Rules for testing the definition of a relative term:
(a) If the subject of the definition is rela-
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τ ος γάρ τού πρός τι ἣ ουσία προς ετερον, επει8η ταύτόν ην εκάστω των τιρος τι τό είναι οπερ 5 το προς τί πως €χειν. ε8ει οΰν την επιστήμην ει-πειν νπόληφιν επιστητού και την βονλησιν ορεξιν αγαθού.	ομοίως 8ε και ει την γραμματικήν
ώρίσατο επιστήμην γραμμάτων* ε8ει γάρ η προς ο αυτό λεγεται η προς 6 ποτε το γένος εν τω διόρισμα) άπο8ί8οσθ αι.	η ει π ρος τι είρημενον
10 μη προς το τέλος άπο8ε8οται. τέλος 8' εν εκάστω το βελτιστον η ον χάριν τ άλλα, ρητεον 8η η το βελτιστον η το έσχατον, οΐον την επιθυμίαν ούχ ή8εος άλλ* ή8ονής· τ αυτής γάρ χάριν και τ ο η8υ αίρονμεθα.
Σκοπεΐν 8ε και ει γενεσίς ἐστι προς ο άπο-8ε8ωκεν η ενεργε ια* ού8εν γάρ των τοιουτων 15 τέλος' μάλλον γάρ το ενηργηκεναι καί γεγενησθαι τέλος η τό γίνεσθαι και ενεργεΐν. η ονκ επι πάντων αληθές τό τοιούτον' σχε8όν γάρ οι πλεΐστοι η8εσθαι μάλλον βούλονται η πεπαύσθαι η8όμενοι, ώστε τό ενεργεΐν μάλλον τέλος αν ποιοΐντο τού ενηργηκεναι.
20 Πάλιν επ' ενίων ει μη 8ιώρικε τού πόσου η ποιου η πού η κατά τάς άλλας 8ιαφοράς, οΐον φιλότιμος 6 ποιας και ό πόσης όρεγόμενος τιμής* 610
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‘ painless desire.’ For the essence of anything that is relative is relative to something, since the being of every relative term is the same as the being in some relation to something. He ought, therefore, to have described knowledge as ‘ conception of an object of knowledge,’ and wish as ‘ desire of the good.’ Similarly, also, if he has defined ‘ grammar ’ as a ‘ know-ledge of letters,’ whereas either that to which the term itself is relative or that to whichsoever its genus is relative ought to have been assigned in the definition. Or, again, you ought to see whether a term mentioned in relation to something has not been assigned in relation to its end ; for the end in any particular case is that which is best or that for the sake of which all else exists. What is best, then, or ultimate should be stated ; for example, desire should be described as not for the pleasant but for pleasure, for it is for the sake of pleasure that we also choose what is pleasant.
You must also examine whether that in relation to which he has assigned the term is a coming-into-being or an activity ; for none of such things is an end, for to have completed an activity or a coming-into-being is an end rather than the actual coming-into-being and activity. Or, possibly, such a statement is not invariably true ; for almost everyone wishes to be delighted rather than to have ceased to be delighted, so that people apparently would account the actual activity as an end rather than the completion of it.
Again, cases occur in which you must see whether he has failed to define the quantity or quality or place, or the other differentiae which are involved, for example, what is the quality and quantity of the honour which he desires that makes a man ambitious ;
tive, is it stated to what it is relative ?
(b) Is any relation to coming-into-being or activity stated ?
(c) Is there any failure to define quantity or quality or place ?
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πάντες γάρ ορέγονται τιμής, ώστ ούκ αποχρη φιλότιμον είπεΐν τον όρεγόμενον τιμής, άλλα προσθετέου τάς είρημένας διαφοράς, ομοίως δε 25 και φιλοχρήματος 6 πόσων όρεγόμενος χρημάτων η άκρατης 6 περί ποιας ηδονάς' ου γαρ ο ύφ οίασποτοϋν ηδονης κρατούμενος άκρατης λέγεται, άλλ’ 6 υπό τινος, η πάλιν, ως ορίζονται την νύκτα σκιάν γης, η τον σεισμόν κίνησιν γης, η τό νέφος πυκνωσιν άέρος, η τό πνεύμα κίνησιν άέρος· 30 προσθετέον γάρ πόσου και ποιου και υπο τινος, ομοίως δε καί επί των άλλων των τοιουτων· άπολείπων γάρ διαφοράν ηντινοΰν ου λέγει τό τί ην είναι, δει δ’ αει προς τό ενδεές επιχειρεΐν ου γάρ όπωσοϋν γης κινηθείσης ουδ* όποσησοϋν σεισμός εσται, ομοίως δ’ οόδ’ άέρος όπωσοϋν ούδ 35 όποσουοΰν κινηθέντος πνεύμα.
Έτι επί των ορέξεων ει μη πρόσκειται τό φαινόμενον, καί εφ* όσων άλλων άρμόττει, οΐον 147 a οτι η βουλησις όρεξις άγαθοϋ, η δ* επιθυμία όρεξις ηδέος, άλλα μη φαινομένου άγαθοϋ η ηδέος. πολλάκις γάρ λανθάνει τούς όρεγομένους ό τι άγαθόν η ηδυ ἐστιν, ώστ* ούκ άναγκαΐον άγαθόν η ήδύ είναι, αλλά φαινόμενον μόνον. έδει οΰν 5 οϋτω καί την άπόδοσιν ποιήσασθαι, εάν δε καί άποδω τό είρημένον, επί τα εΐδη άκτέον τον τιθέ-μενον ιδέας είναι* ου γάρ ἐστιν ιδέα φαινομένου 612
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for all men desire honour, and so it is not enough to say that the man >vho desires honour is ambitious, but the above-mentioned differentiae must be added.
Similarly, too, we must state what quantity of money which he desires makes a man avaricious and what quality of pleasures which he desires makes a man incontinent ; for a man is not called incontinent who is the slave of any kind of pleasure whatsoever, but only if he is the slave of a particular kind. Or, again, when people define ‘ night as ‘ a shacknv over the earth,’ or an ‘ earthquake * as ‘ movement of the earth,’ or ‘ a cloud ’ as ‘ condensation of air,’ or ‘ Mind ’ as ‘ movement of the air,’ the quality and quantity and cause must be added. And, similarly, in all cases of this kind ; for the omission of any differentia whatever involves a failure to state the essence. One should always deal with the deficiency ; for an earthquake will not result from any kind or any extent whatsoever of movement of the earth, nor a wind from any kind or extent whatsoever of movement of the air.
Furthermore, in dealing with desires, and in any (d) In the other case where it is fitting, you must see whether appetites fcf there is a failure to add the qualification ‘ .apparent,’ the object for example in the definitions ‘ wish is a desire for qualified tas the good/ or ‘ appetite is a desire for the pleasant ’ j.aPtp,a; instead of ‘ the apparently good or pleasant.’ For often those who feel desire fail to perceive what is good or pleasant, so that the object of their desire is not necessarily good or pleasant, but only apparently so. One ought, therefore, to have assigned the definition with this qualification. He, however, who asserts the existence of ‘ ideas,’ if he does assign the above quealification, must be confronted with his ‘ ideas ’ ; for there can be no ‘ idea 5 of what is only
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oohevos, τό δ’ ethos προς το ethos hoKeΐ Xeyeo9aL} otov αυτή Ευθυμία αύτοΰ ήheos και αυτή βούλησή αύτοΰ αγαθού, ου κ 'έστιν ουν φαινομένου αγαθού 10 ούόέ φαινομένου ήhέos‘ ατοπον γάρ το etvai αύτό φaιv6μevov αγαθόν ή ήhύ.
IX. Έτι έάν μέν fj τη5 e£ea>s 6 ορισμό?, GKoneiv έπι τού e-^ovTos, έαν he τού e'xovTos, έπι τῆ? e£ea>S’ ομοίω5 he και έπι των άλλων των τοιουτων. οίον 15 el τό ήhύ οπ€ρ ωφέλιμον} και 6 ήhόμevos ώφ€λού-μevos. καθόλου δ’ elneiv, έν tois toiotjtois όρι-σ/χοῖς· τρόπον τινα πλeίω evos συμβaίveι τον όριζόμevov ἀγζεσ0αι* ό γάρ τήν έπιστήμην όριζό-μevos τρόπον τινα και τήν άγνοιαν ορίζεται, ὑμοἷα? he και τό έπιστήμον και τό άνεπιστήμον 20 και τό έπίστασθαι και τό άγvoeῖν τού γάρ πρώτου όήλου γevoμέvoυ τρόπον τινα και τα λοιπά δῆλα γίνονται. σκ€πτέον ουν έπι πάντων των τοιουτων μή τι όιαφωνη, στοιχείον χρώμ€νον tois έκ των έναντίων και των συστοίχων.
’Έτι έπι των προς· τι σκοπ€Ϊν el προ5 ο τό γέvos άποόίόοται, τό ethos προ5 e’/ceΐνό τι άπohίhoται, οΐον 25 €ΐ ή ύπόληφ^ π/ῶς ύποληπτόν, ή tis ύπόληφΐ5 προ? (τό)1 τί ύποληπτόν, καί el τό πολλαπλάσιον προ5 τό πολλοστή μόριον, τό τι πολλαπλάσιον προ5 611
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apparent, but an ‘ idea ’ is generally held to be used in relation to another ‘ idea.’ For example, absolute appetite is for the absolutely pleasant, and absolute wish for the absolutely good, and so they are not for the apparently good or the apparently pleasant, for it is absurd to suppose that an absolutely-apparently-good or pleasant ean exist.
IX.	Furthermore, if the definition is of the state of anything, you must examine the possessor of the state, or, if the definition is of the possessor of the state, you must examine the state, and so likewise in all such cases. For example, if the pleasant is what is beneficial, he who feels pleasure is benefited. To put the matter generally, in definitions of this kind it happens that the framer of the definition in a way defines more than one thing ; for he who defines knowledge in a way defines ignorance also, and likewise also what possesses and what does not possess knowledge, and what it is to kruwv and to be ignorant. For when the first of these things is clear, the rest also in a way become clear also. You must be careful then in all such cases that there is no discrepancy, using the elementary principles derived from contraries and corresponding terms.
Furthermore, in dealing with relatives, you must examine whether the species is assigned as relative to a species of that to which the genus is assigned as relative. For example, if ‘ conception ’ is relative to ‘ object of conception/ you must see whether a particular conception is assigned relative to a particular object of conception, and, if a multiple is relative to a fraction, >vhether a particular multiple is assigned
Rules for defining (α) a stale.
φ) A relative term.
to added by Wallies.
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το τί πολλοστή μόρων el γάρ μη όντως άποδίδοται, δηλον οτι ημάρτηται.
'Οράν δε και el του αντικειμένου 6 άντικείμενος 30 λόγο?, ο ιον του ήμίσεος 6 αντί κείμενος τω τον διπλάσιου* ὡ γἀρ διπλάσιου τό ΐσω ύπερέχον, ημισυ τό ΐσω ύπερεχόμενον. και επι των εναντίων δ* ωσαύτως. 6 γάρ ενάντιος του εναντίου λόγος εσται κατά μίαν τινα συμπλοκήν των εναντίων, οΐον ει ωφέλιμον τό ποιητικόν άγαθοΰ, βλαβερόν 35 τό ποιητικόν κακού η τό φθαρτικόν άγαθοΰ· θά-147 b τερον γάρ τούτων άναγκαΐον εναντίον είναι τω εξ άρχης ρηθέντι. ει ονν μηδέτερον εναντίον τω εξ αρχής ρηθέντι, δηλον ότι ουδέτερος αν εΐη των ύστερον άποδοθέντων του εναντίου λόγος, ώστ* ούδ' εξ άρχης άποδοθεις όρθώς άποδέδοται. επει δ* 5 ενια των εναντίων στερήσει θατέρου λέγεται,— οιον ή άνισότης στέρησις ίσότητος δοκεΐ είναι (άνισα γάρ τά μη ΐσα λέγεται),—δηλον οτι τό μεν κατά στέρησιν λεγόμενον εναντίον άναγκαΐον όρί-ζεσθαι διά θατέρου, τό δε λοιπόν ούκέτι διά του κατά στέρησιν λεγομένου* συμβαίνοι γάρ αν έκάτερον δι* έκατέρου γνωρίζεσθαι. επισκεπτέον ίο οΰν εν τοΐς ενάντιοις την τοιαύτην αμαρτίαν, οΐον ει τις όρίσαιτο την ισότητα είναι τό εναντίον άν-ισότητι' διά γάρ του κατά στέρησιν λεγομένου 616
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as relative to a particular fraction ; for if it has not to be so assigned, obviously a mistake has been made.
You must also see whether the opposite of the γ’) Opposites description describes the opposite of the term, for trarieT' example, whether the opposite of the description of ‘ double ’ is the description of ‘ half ’; for if ‘ double * is ‘ that which exceeds by an equal amount,’ ‘ half’ is ‘ that which is exceeded by an equal amount.’ So likewise in the case of contraries also ; for the description which is contrary according to one of the modes of conjunction of contraries will describe the contrary term. For example, if ‘ beneficial ’ is ‘ productive of good,’ ‘ harmful ’ is ‘ productive of evil 5 or ‘ destructive of good ’; for one of these must necessarily be the contrary of the original term. If, then, neither of them is the contrary of the original term, obviously neither of the descriptions assigned later could be the description of the contrary of that term, and so neither has the description originally assigned been assigned correctly. Now since some contraries derive their names from the privation of another contrary—for example, inequality is generally regarded as a privation of equality, for things which are not equal are called ‘ unequal ’—it is obvious that the contrary whose name takes the form of a privation must necessarily be defined by means of the other contrary, but the other contrary cannot then be defined by means of the contrary whose name takes the form of a privation ; for then the result would be that each was known through the other. We must, therefore, be on our guard against this mistake in dealing with contraries, for example, if one were to define equality as the contrary of inequality ; for he is defining by
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ορίζεται. ετι τον όντως όριζόμενον άναγκαϊον αντω τω όριζομενω χρήσθαι. δηλον δε τούτο, εάν μεταληφθη αντί τον ονόματος 6 λόγος- είπειν 15 γάρ ἣ ανισότητα ονδεν διαφέρει η στερησιν ίσό-τητος. εσται ονν η ίσότης το εναντίον στερήσει ίσότητος, ωστ αντω αν είη κεχρημενος. αν δε μηδετερον των εναντίων κατά στερησιν λεγηται, άποδοθη δ* ό λόγος ομοίως, οΐον αγαθόν τό εναντίον κακω, δηλον οτ ι κακόν τό εναντίον άγαθω 20 εσται (των γάρ όντως εναντίων ομοίως ό Λἐγο? άττοδοτεος), ώστε πάλιν αντω τω όριζομενω συμβαίνει χρησθαι- εννπάρχει γάρ εν τω τον κακόν λόγω τό αγαθόν, ωστ’ ει αγαθόν ἐστι τό κακω εναντίον, τό δε κακόν ονδεν διαφέρει η τό τω άγαθω εναντίον, εσται αγαθόν τό εναντίον τω τον 25 αγαθόν εναντίω. δηλον οΰν ότι αντω κεχρηται.
Έτι ει τό κατά στερησιν λεγόμενον άποδιδονς μη άποδεδωκεν ον εστι στέρησις, οΐον της εξεως η τον εναντίον η ότονονν εστίν ή στέρησις- καί ει μη εν ω πεφνκε γίνεσθαι προσεθηκεν, η απλώς 30 η εν ω πρώτω πεφνκε γίνεσθαι, οΐον ει την άγνοιαν είπών στερησιν μη επιστήμης στερησιν εΐπεν, η
μη προσεθηκεν εν ω πεφνκε γίνεσθαι, η προσθεις 618
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means of a term which takes the form of a privation. Moreover, he who defines in this way must necessarily employ the very term which he is defining ; and this becomes obvious if the description is substituted for the name ; for it makes no difference Avhether we say ‘ inequality ” or ‘ privation of equality.’ Equality, therefore, will be ‘ the contrary of the privation of equality,’ so that he λνοιιΜ have used the actual term. If, however, neither of the contraries is named in the form of a privation but the description is assigned in the same manner, for example in the definition of ‘ good ’ as ‘ the contrary of evil,’ it is obvious that ‘ evil ’ will be ‘ the contrary of good *
(for the description of things which are contrary in this way must be assigned in a similar manner), and so the result again is that he uses the actual term which is being defined ; for ‘ good ’ is inherent in the description of ‘ evil.’ If, then, ‘ good ’ is ‘ the contrary of evil,’ and ‘ evil ’ is indistinguishable from ‘ the contrary of good,’ ‘ good ’ will be ‘ the contrary of the contrary of good ’ ; it is obvious, therefore, that he has made use of the actual term.
Furthermore, you must see whether, in assigning a (d) Priva-term named in the form of a privation, he has failed twtls' to assign that of which it is a privation, for example, the state, or the contrary, or whatever else it is of which it is the privation ; and also whether he has failed to add what it is in which it naturally comes into being absolutely or in which it naturally conies into being primarily ; for example, if, in calling * ignorance ’ a privation, he has failed to call it a privation of ‘ knowledge/ or has failed to add what it is in which it naturally comes into being, or, though he has added this, has not assigned that in which it
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μη ev ω πρώτω άπέδωκ€ν, οΐον ότι ούκ ev τω λογιστικω άλλ’ έν άνθρώπω η φνχη’ έάν γαρ οτιοϋν τούτων μη ποίηση, ημάρτηκβν. ομοίως δέ και ει 35 την τυφλότητα μη οφεως στέρησιν ev όφθαλμώ
148	a εἷαεν δεῖ γαρ τον καλώς άποδιδόντα το τί ἐστι,
και τίνος έστιν η στέρησις άποδοΰναι και τι €στι το έστβρη μόνον.
'Οράν δέ και el μη Αeγoμέvoυ κατά στέρησιν aTeprjaeι ώρίσατο, οΐον και έπι της άγνοιας 8o£eiev 5 αν ύπάρχ€ΐν η τοιαύτη αμαρτία τοΐς μη κατ άπόφασιν την άγνοιαν λέγουσιν. το γαρ μη έγον έπιστημην ου δοκτεῖ άγνο€Ϊν, άλλα μάλλον το διηπατημένον, διό ούτε τα άφυχα οϋτ€ τα παιδία φαμέν άγνο€Ϊν, ωστ’ ου κατά στέρησιν έπιστημης η άγνοια λὲνεται.
ίο Χ. Έτι ei (έπϊ)Χ των όμοιων τοϋ ονόματος πτώσεων αι ομοιαι του λόγου πτώσeις έφαρμόττουσιν, οΐον el ωφέλιμον τό ποιητικόν υγείας, ώφeλίμως τό ποιητικώς υγείας και ώφ€ληκός τό π€ποιη-κός υγίειαν.
YiKoπeιv δε και έπι την Ιδέαν ei έφapμόσeι 6 15	ορος. έπ’ ένίων γαρ ου συμβαίνει, οΐον
ως Πλάτων ορίζεται τό θνητόν προσάπτων ev τοΐς των ζωων όρισμοΐς' η γαρ ιδέα ου κ εσται θνητη, οΐον αυτοάνθρωπος, ώστ ούκ έφαρμόσ€ΐ ό λόγος έπι την ιδέαν, απλώς δ’ οΐς πρόσκ€ιται τό ποιητικόν η παθητικόν, άνάγκη δια φωνεῖυ 1 ΙττΙ add. Wallies.
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naturally comes in being primarily, assigning it, for example, to ‘ man ’ or ‘ the soul ’ instead of to ‘ the reasoning faculty ’; for if he has failed to do any of these things, he has made a mistake. Similarly, also, if he has failed to call ‘ blindness ’ ‘ a privation of sight in the eye * ; for he who is stating the essence correctly must state both what it is of which there is privation and what it is which is deprived.
You must also see whether, when a term is not ^n^nm' used as a privation, he has defined it as a privation, wrongly so For example, a mistake of this kind would be gener- called· ally held to be committed in the case of ‘ ignorance ’ by those who do not use ignorance as a merely negative term. For what is regarded as ignorant is not that which does not possess knowledge but rather that which is deceived. Therefore we do not speak of inanimate things or children as ‘ ignorant,’ and so ‘ ignorance ’ is not used for a mere privation of knowledge.
X.	Furthermore, you must see whether the simi- Rules lar inflexions in the description apply to the similar fiomlike inflexions of the term ; for example, whether, if inflexions.
‘ beneficial ’ means ‘ productive of health,’ ‘ beneficially ’ means ‘ in a manner productive of health ’ and ‘ having benefited ’ means ‘ having produced health.’
You must also consider whether the definition (b) From given will fit the ‘ idea ’ also. In some cases this does ttedefini? not occur, for example, when Plato in his definitions of living creatures inserts the term ‘ mortal * in his term definition ; for the ‘ idea,’ for example ‘ absolute man,’ will not be mortal, so that the definition will not fit the ‘ idea.’ Also, where the terms ‘ capable of affecting or ‘ of being affected by ’ are added, there is necessarily an absolute discrepancy between
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20 6771 τής ιδέας τον όρον απαθείς γάρ καί ακίνητου δοκοΰσιν αι ίδέαι τοΐς λέγουσιν ιδέας είναι, προς δε τούτους και οι τοιοΰτοι λόγοι χρήσιμοι.
Έτι ει των καθ' ομωνυμίαν λεγομένων ένα λόγον απάντων κοινόν άπέδωκεν. συνώνυμα γαρ 25 ών εις ό κατά τούνομα λόγος, ώστ' ούδενός των υπό τοϋνομα ο αποδοθείς ορος, ει δη ομοίως επι παν τό ομώνυμον έφαρμόττει. πέπονθε δε τούτο καί ό Διονυσίου της ζωής ορος, είπε ρ ἐστι κίνησις γένους θρεπτοΰ σύμφυτος παρακολουθούσα· οὑδἐυ γαρ μάλλον τούτο τοΐς ζώοις ή τοΐς φυτοΐς υπάρχει’ 30 ή δε ζωή ου καθ' εν είδος δοκεΐ λέγεσθαι, ἀλλ’ ετέρα μεν τοΐς ζώοις ετέρα δε τοΐς φυτοΐς ύπάρχειν. ενδέχεται μεν ούν και κατά προαίρεσιν ούτως άποδοΰναι τον όρον ως συνωνύμου καί καθ' εν είδος πάσης τής ζωής λεγομένης’ ούδέν δε κωλύει και συνορώντα την ομωνυμίαν, και θατέρου βου-35 λόμενον τον ορισμόν άποδοΰν αι, λαθεΐν μη ίδιον αλλά κοινόν άμφοΐν λόγον άποδόντα. άλλ' οὑδἐν ήττον, ει όποτερωσοΰν πεποίηκεν, ήμάρτηκεν.
148 b έπει δ’ ενια λανθάνει των ομωνύμων, ερωτώντι μεν ώς συνωνύμους χρηστέον (ου γάρ εφαρμόσει ό θατέρου όρος έπι θάτερον, ώστε δόξει ούχ ώρίσθαι κατά τρόπον· δει γάρ επι παν τό συνώνυμον έφαρμόττειν), αύτω δ' άποκρινομένω διαι-622
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the definition and the ‘ idea ’; for ‘ ideas,’ in the view of those Λνΐιο hold that they exist, are not liable to any affection or to motion. In dealing with such persons such arguments, amongst others, are useful.
Furthermore, you must see whether he has given Rules for one common description of terms used equivocally. defiZ£of For terms of which the description corresponding equivocal with the name is one and the same, are synonymous, and so, if the definition assigned fits the equivocal term equally well in all its senses, it cannot apply to any one of the meanings which fall under the name.
This is the defect of Dionysius’ definition of ‘ life,’ which he describes as ‘ innate and accompanying movement of an organism nourished by food ’; for this applies not less to plants than to animals, whereas it is generally held that the term ‘ life ’ is not used of one kind of thing only, but that there is one life of animals and another of plants. It is possible, however, also deliberately to assign the definition in this way on the ground that life as a whole is a synonymous term and applied to one kind of thing only ; but there is no reason why a man, though he both sees the equivocation and wishes to assign the definition of one meaning only, should yet unconsciously assign a description which is not peculiar to one of two meaning but common to both. Nevertheless, whichever of these two courses he has adopted, he is equally in error. Since equivocal terms sometimes pass unnoticed, you should, when you are questioning, treat them as synonymous (for the definition of one meaning will not fit the other, so that the definition will be generally regarded as incorrect, for it ought to fit every instance of the synonymous term) ; on the other hand, you yourself, when answering, ought to
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p€T€OV. €7T6L S’ ένίΟΙ TCOV άπΟΚρίνομένων TO μῖν 5 συνώνυμον ομώνυμόν φασιν είναι, όταν μη εφαρ-μόττη επί παν ό αποδοθείς λόγος, τό δ* ομώνυμον συνώνυμον, εάν επ' άμφω εφαρμόττη, προδιομο-λογητέον υπέρ των τοιούτων η προσυλλογιστέον ότι ομώνυμον η συνώνυμον, όπότ€ρον αν η- μάλλον ίο γάρ συγχωροΰσιν ου προορώντες τό συμβησό-μ€νον. αν δε μη γενομένης ομολογίας φη τις τό συνώνυμον ομώνυμον είναι δια τό μη εφαρμόττειν και επί τούτο τον άποδοθέντα λόγον, σκοπεΐν ει ό τούτου λόγος έφαρμόττει καί επί τα λοιπά· δηλον γάρ ότι συνώνυμον αν εΐη τοΐς λοιποΐς. ει δἐ μη, πλείους εσονται ορισμοί των λοιπών* δυο 15 γάρ οι κατά τουνομα λόγοι εφαρμόττουσιν επ' αυτά, ό τε πρότερον αποδοθείς καί ό ύστερον* πάλιν ει τις όρισάμενος των πολλαχώς τι λεγομένων, καί του λόγου μη εφαρμόττοντος επί πάντα, ότι μεν ομώνυμον μη λέγοι, τό δ' ονομα μη φαίη επί πάντα έφαρμόττειν, ότι ουδ' ό λόγος, 20 ρητέον προς τον τοιοϋτον ότι τη μεν ονομασία δει χρησθαι τη παραδεδομένη καί παρεπομένη καί μη κινειν τα τοιαυτα, ενια δ' ου λεκτέον ομοίως τοΐς πολλοΐς.
XI.	Έάν δἐ των συμπεπλεγμένων τινός άπο-δοθη όρος, σκοπεΐν άφαιροΰντα τον θατέρου των 25 συμπεπλεγμένων λόγον, ει καί ό λοιπός τοΰ λοι-
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distinguish the various meanings. Since some answerers call a term ‘ equivocal ’ which is really synonymous whenever the description assigned does not fit all its meanings, and call a term ‘ synonymous ’ which is really equivocal if the description fits both meanings, you must obtain a previous agreement on such points or else prove in advance that the term is ‘ equivocal ’ or ‘ synonymous,’ whichever it may be ; for people concur more readily when they do not foresee what will be the result. If, on the other hand, when there has been no agreement, a man declares that a synonymous term is equivocal because the description assigned does not fit a particular meaning of it, you must see whether the description of this meaning fits the other meanings also ; for then it is obvious that it must be synonymous with the other meanings. If this is not so, there will be more than one definition of the other meanings; for there are two descriptions applied to the term which fit them, namely, the one originally assigned and the one subsequently assigned. Again, if a man were to define a term used in several meanings, and then, when the description did not fit all the meanings, were not to say that it is equivocal but were to assert that the term does not fit all the meanings just because the description does not fit them either, you must say to such a person that, though sometimes one ought not to use the same language as the multitude, yet one ought to employ the traditional and received terminology and not disturb tilings of that kind.
XI. If a definition has been given of some complex term, you must take away the description of one part of the complex and see whether the remainder of the definition is a description of the remainder of it ;
Rules for the defini lion of a complex term:
(a) Docs the
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7τοΰ' ει yap μη, δῆλον οτι ουδ’ 6 οΧος του oXov. olov el ώρίσατο γραμμήν πεπερασμενην ευθείαν πέρας επίπεδου εχοντος περατα, ου το μέσον επιπροσθεΐ τοΐς περασιν, εΐ της πεπερασμένης γραμμής 6 Χόγος εστι πέρας επίπεδου εχοντος 30 περατα, του εύθεος δει είναι το Χοιπόν, ου τδ μέσον επιπροσθεΐ τοΐς περασιν. άλλ* η άπειρος ούτε μέσον ούτε περατα εχει, ευθεία δ’ ἐστίν, ώστ* ούκ εστιν δ Χοιπδς του Χοιποϋ Χόγος.
Έτι ει συνθέτου οντος του οριζόμενου ίσόκωΧος 6 Χόγος άπεδόθη τω όριζομενω. ΙσόκωΧος δε 35 Λἐγεται ό Χόγος είναι, όταν οσαπερ αν η τα συγκείμενα, τοσαΰτα και εν τω Χόγω ονόματα και ρήματα η. ανάγκη γάρ αυτών των1 ονομάτων εν τοΐς τοιούτοις μεταΧΧαγην γίνεσθαι, η πάντων η 149 a τινών, επειδή ούδεν πΧείω νυν η πρότερον ονόματα εΐρηται· δει δε τον όριζόμενον Χόγον αντί των ονομάτων άποδοΰναι, μάλιστα μεν πάντων, ει δε μη, των πΧείστων. ούτω γάρ και επί των άπΧών ο τοϋνομα μεταΧαβών ώρισμενος αν εΐη, οΐον αντί Χωπίου ιμάτιον.
5 ’Έτι δε μείζων αμαρτία, ει και άγνωστοτερων ονομάτων την μετάΧηφιν εποιησατο, οΐον αντί ανθρώπου Χευκοΰ βροτόν αργόν’ ούτε γάρ ώρισται ηττον τε σαφές ούτω ρηθεν.
Σκοπεΐν δε και εν τη μεταΧΧαγη των ονομάτων
1 Reading αυτών τών with BC.
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if not, it is obvious that neither does the whole defini- definition tion describe the whole complex. Suppose, for j^whoie example, someone has defined a ‘ finite straight line ’ complex ? as the ‘ limit of a finite plane, such that its centre is directly between its extremities *; if the description of a ‘ finite line ’ is the ‘ limit of a finite plane,’ the remainder, namely, ‘ such that its centre is directly between its extremities ’ ought to be the description of ‘ straight.’ But an infinite line has neither extremities nor a centre and is nevertheless straight, so that the remaining part of the definition does not describe the remainder of the term.
Furthermore, when that which is being defined is (b) Does the compound, you must see whether the description consist1 of as assigned possesses the same number of members as JJJJ9 that whieh is being defined. The description is said piex which" to contain the same number of members \vhen the ^c^3?sub" nouns and verbs in the description are equal in number to the component parts of the subject of the definition. For in such cases there must be a change of all or some of the terms themselves, since no more terms are used now than before, whereas he who is giving a definition must assign a description in place of all the terms, if possible, or, failing this, of most of them. For on that principle, in dealing with simple terms also, he who has simply changed the name would have given a definition, for example, if lie substituted ‘ cloak ’ for ‘ mantle.’
The error is still greater if what is substituted con- (c) Are the sists of terms which are even less intelligible, for U9ed example, ‘ gleaming mortal * in place of ‘ white man ’; obscure ? for it forms no definition and is less intelligible when stated in this way.
You must also consider whether in the change of (d) Are
627
ARISTOTLE
149 a
el ου ταύτον ἔτι σημαίνει, otov 6 την θεωρητικήν 10 επιστήμην ύπόληφιν θεωρητικήν είπών. ή γάρ ύπόληφις τή επιστήμη ου ταύτόν, δεῖ δἐ γε, είπερ μέλλει και το όλον ταύτόν είναι- τό μεν γάρ θεωρητικόν κοινόν εν άμφοτεροιν τοΐν λόγοιν ἐστί, τό δε λοιπόν διάφορον.
Ετ ι εί θατερου των ονομάτων την μετάληφιν 15 ποιούμενος μη της διαφοράς άλλα του γένους την μεταλλαγήν εποιήσατο, καθάπερ επί του άρτίως ρηθεντος. άγνωστότερον γάρ ή θεωρητική τής επιστήμης· τό μεν γάρ γένος, τό διαφορά, πάντων δε γνωριμώτατον τό γένος· ωστ ου του γένους αλλά τής διαφοράς εδει τήν μετάληφιν 20 ποιήσασθαι, επειδή άγνωστότερον εστιν. ή τούτο μεν γελοΐον τό επιτίμημα- ούδεν γάρ κωλύει τήν μεν διαφοράν τω γνωριμωτάτω όνόματι εΐρήσθαι, τό δε γένος μή' ου τω δ’ εχόντων δῆλον οτι του γένους και ου τής διαφοράς κατά τοϋνομα και τήν μετάληφιν ποιητεον. ει δἐ μή όνομα άντ* όνό-25 μα τος αλλά λόγον άυτ’ ονόματος μεταλαμβάνει, δήλον ότι τής διαφοράς μάλλον ή του γένους ορισμόν άποδοτεον, επειδή του γνωρίσαι χάριν ό ορισμός άποδίδοται- ήττον γάρ ή διαφορά του γένους γνώριμον.
XII.	Ει δε τής διαφοράς τον όρον άποδεδωκε, 30 σκοπεΐν ει και άλλου τινός κοινός ό αποδοθείς όρος, οΐον όταν περιττόν άριθμόν αριθμόν μέσον εχοντα εϊπη, επιδιοριστεον το πώς μέσον εχοντα. ό μεν γάρ αριθμός κοινός εν άμφοτεροις τοΐς λόγοις υπάρχει, του δἐ περιττού μετείληπται ό 628
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terms the significance is no longer the same, for new terms example, Avhen ‘ speculative knowledge ’ is called ShicKave ‘speculative conception.’ For ‘conception’ is not game^gni-the same as ‘ knowledge,’ and yet it ought to be the flcance ? same if the whole phrase too is to be the same ; for, while ‘ speculative ’ is common to both phrases, the remainder is different.
Furthermore, you must see >vhether, in the sub- Φ Doesthe r	ι	ι ι	.	.	change of a
stitution οι one οι the terms, the change is made not term involve
of the differentia but of the genus, as in the example genus*?6 °f just given. For ‘ speculative ’ is less familiar than ‘ knowledge ’ ; for the latter is a genus, the former a differentia, and the genus is always the most intelligible of all terms. The substitution ought, therefore, to have taken place not in the genus but in the differentia, since the latter is less intelligible. Or, possibly, this criticism is ridiculous ; for there is no reason why the differentia rather than the genus should be described by the most familiar term, and, if so, obviously the change ought to be made in the term expressing not the differentia but the genus.
But if it is a question of substituting not term for term but phrase for term, obviously a definition should be given of the differentia rather than of the genus, since a definition is given to make something intelligible ; for the differentia is less intelligible than the genus.
XII.	If the definer has given the definition of the Further differentia, you must see whether the definition given is common to something else also. For example, when an odd number is described as a ‘ number which the deflni-has a middle,’ a further definition must be given to ^erentia show in what sense it has a middle ; for the word is assigned,
‘ number ’ is common to both expressions, but the
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λόγος. εχει δε καί γραμμή καί σώμα μέσον, ου 35 περιττά οντα. ωστ’ ούκ αν είη ορισμός οντος του περιττού, ει δε πολλαχώς λέγεται τό μέσον εχον, διοριστέον τό πώς μέσον έχον. ώστ η έπι-τίμησις ἔσται, ή συλλογισμός ότι ούχ ώρισται.
Πάλιν el ον μεν τον λόγον άποδίδωσι τών όντων έστί, τό δ' υπό τον λόγον μη τών όντων, οιον ει 149 b τό λευκόν ώρίσατο χρώμα πυρι με μι γμένον αδύνατον γάρ τό άσώματον μεμΐχθαι σώματι, ώστ ούκ αν εΐη χρώμα πυρι μεμιγμένον' λευκόν δ’ εστιν.
’Έτι όσοι μη διαιροΰσιν έν τοΐς πρός τι προς δ 5 λέγεται, άλλ' έν πλείοσι περιλαβόντες είπαν, η όλως η επί τι ψεύδονται, οιον ει τις την ιατρικήν επιστήμην οντος ειπεν. ει μεν γάρ μηδενός τών όντων ή Ιατρική επιστήμη, δήλον ότι όλως εψευ-σται, ει δε τινός μεν τινός δε μή, επί τι εψευσται' δει γαρ παντός, είπερ καθ' αυτό και μή κατά 10 συμβεβηκός οντος είναι λέγεται, καθάπερ έπι τών άλλων εχει τών πρός τι* παν γάρ επιστητόν πρός επιστήμην λέγεται, ομοίως δἐ και επί τών άλλων, επειδή αντιστρέφει πάντα τα πρός τι. ετι είπερ ό μή καθ' αυτό άλλα κατά συμβεβηκός τήν άπόδοσιν ποιούμενος όρθώς άποδίδωσιν, ου 15 πρός έν άλλα πρός πλείω έκαστον αν τών πρός 630
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new expression has been substituted for ‘ odd.’ Now thing else a line and a body also have a middle, though they aIs0? are not ‘ odd,’ so that this could not be a definition of ‘ odd.’ But if the expression ‘ having a middle ’ is used in several senses, the sense in which ‘ having a middle ’ is used must be defined. This will either result in the destructive criticism of the definition or prove that no definition has been given.
Again, you must see whether the term of which (b) is the he is giving the description has a real existence, ^defined whereas what is given in the description has not. An existent, example of this is the definition of ‘ white ’ as ‘ colour description mixed with fire ’ ; for it is impossible for that which no.n; is without body to be mixed with a body, so that ‘ colour ’ ‘ mixed with fire ’ could not exist, whereas ‘ white ’ does exist.
Furthermore, those Λνΐιο, in dealing with relative (c) AVhena terms, fail to distinguish what it is to which the defined! ϊ subject is related, but, in describing it, include it that to ^ amongst a number of things, are either wholly or subject is partlv in error ; for example, if one described ‘ medi- rc.^lte.d to° cine as a science or reality. Γ or, it medicine is not extent ? a science of anything real, he is wholly wrong, but, if it is a science of something which is real but not of something else which is real, he is partly wrong ; for it ought to be a science of all reality, if it is described as being a science of reality essentially and not accidentally (as is true of all the other relative terms) ; for every ‘ object of science ’ is used in relation to science. So likewise with the other relative terms, since they are all convertible. Furthermore, if he who gives an account of anything not as . it really is but as it is accidentally, is giving a correct account, every relative term would be employed in
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τι λὲνοιτο. οΰδεν γαρ κωλύει to αυτό καί ον καί λευκόν καί αγαθόν είναι, ώστε προς όποιονοΰν τούτων άποδιδούς όρθώς αν είη άποδιδούς, είπερ 6 κατά συμβεβηκός άποδιδούς όρθώς άποδίδωσιν. ετι δ* αδύνατον τον τοιοΰτον λόγον ίδιον του 20 άποδοθεντος είναι* ον γαρ μόνον ή Ιατρική άλλα και των άλλων επιστημών αι πολλά! προς ον λέγονται, ώσθ* έκαστη οντος επιστήμη εσται. δηλον ουν ότι ό τοιοΰτος οΰδεμιάς ἐστιν επιστήμης ορισμός* ίδιον γαρ και ου κοινόν δει τον ορισμόν είναι.
Ενίοτε δ’ ορίζονται ου τό πράγμα, άλλα τό 25 πράγμα ευ εχον η τετελεσμόνον. τοιοΰτος δ’ ό του ρητορος και 6 του κλέπτου όρος, εΐπερ εστι ρητωρ μεν 6 δυνάμενος τό εν εκαστω πιθανόν θεωρεΐν και μηδέν παραλείπειν, κλέπτης δ* 6 λάθρα λαμβάνων δηλον γαρ ότι τοιοΰτος ών εκάτερος ό μεν άγαθός ρητωρ ό δ’ άγαθός κλέπτης εσται· 30 ου γαρ ό λάθρα λαμβάνων άλλ* ο βουλόμενος λάθρα λαμβάνειν κλέπτης εστίν.
Πάλιν ει τό δι’ αυτό αιρετόν ως ποιητικόν η πρακτικόν η όπωσοΰν δι* άλλο αιρετόν άποδεδωκεν, οΐον την δικαιοσύνην νόμων σωστικήν είπών η την σοφίαν ποιητικήν ευδαιμονίας· τό γαρ ποιη-35 τικόν η σωστικόν τών δι* άλλο αιρετών, η οΰδεν μεν κωλύει τό δι* αυτό αιρετόν και δι* άλλο είναι 632
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relation not to one thing but to many things. For there is nothing to prevent the same thing being both real and white and good ; so that, if to give an account of a thing as it is accidentally is the correct method, one would be giving a correct account if one gave it in relation to any one of these. Furthermore, it is impossible for such a description to be peculiar to that of which the account has been given ; for not only medicine but most of the sciences also are employed in relation to something real, so that each of them will be a science of reality. Obviously, therefore, such a definition is not a definition of any science ; for the definition ought to be peculiar to one thing, not common to many.
Sometimes men define not the thing, but the thing (d) is the in a good and perfect state. Examples of this are not tiiatof
the definitions of an ‘ orator ’ as ‘ he who can see what the subject .	.	.. ,	,	.	,	asitis, but
is a plausible argument oil any occasion and omit of a perfect
nothing,’ and of a ‘ thief ’ as ‘ he who takes something form of it; ? by stealth ’ ; for obviously, if they each act thus, the former will be a good orator, the latter a good thief; for it is not he who actually takes something by stealth, but he who wishes to do so, that is really a thief.
Again, you must see whether the definer has repre- (e) is what sented what is worthy of choice for its own sake as being so because it produces or effects something defined as if or for some other reason, describing, for example, eligible ‘ justice ’ as ‘ preservative of the laws ’ or ‘ wisdom ’ as ‘ productive of happiness ’ ; for \vhat is preservative or productive is among the things which are worthy of choice for the sake of something else. Or, possibly, there is nothing to prevent what is worthy of choice for its own sake being also worthy of choice for some
633
ARISTOTLE
149	b
αιρετόν, ον μην άλλ’ ούδεν ηττον ημάρτηκεν 6 ούτως όρισάμενος το δι* α ντο αιρετόν’ έκαστου γάρ το βελτιστον εν ττ} ουσία μάλιστα, βελτιον δἐ το δι* αυτό αιρετόν είναι του δι’ ετερον, ώστε τοΰτο καί τον ορισμόν εδει μάλλον σημαίνειν.
150	a XIII. Σκοπεΐν 8ε και ει τινος ορισμόν άπο-
διδούς τά8ε η τό εκ τούτων η τόδε μετά, τοΰ8ε ώρίσατο. ει μεν γαρ τάδε, συμβησεται άμφοΐν και μηδετερω ύπάρχειν, οιον ει την δικαιοσύνην σωφροσύνην και ανδρίαν ώρίσατο* δυο γαρ οντων 5 εάν εκάτερος θάτερον 0χη, άμφότεροι δίκαιοι εσοντα ι και ουδέτερος, επειδή άμφότεροι μεν εχουσι δικαιοσύνην, εκάτερος δ’ ούκ €χει. εί δε μηπω τό είρημενον σφοδρά άτοπον διά τό και επ άλλων συμβαίνειν τό τοιοΰτον (ούδεν γάρ κωλύει άμφοτερους εχειν μνάν μηδετερου εχοντος), άλλ’ ίο οΰν τό γε τάναντία ύπαρχειν αύτοΐς παντελώς άτοπον αν δόζειεν είναι. συμβησετα ι δε τοΰτο, εάν ό μεν αυτών σωφροσύνην και δειλίαν 0χη, ο ανδρίαν και ακολασίαν άμφω γάρ δικαιοσύνην και αδικίαν εζουσιν. εί γάρ η δικαιοσύνη σωφροσύνη και άνδρία εστίν, η αδικία δειλία και άκο-15 λασία εσται. ολως τε όσα εστιν επιχειρεΐν ότι ου ταύτόν ἐστι τα μέρη και τό ολον, πάντα χρήσιμα προς τό νυν είρημενον εοικε γάρ ό ούτως οριζόμενος 634
TOPICA, VI. χιι Λ·ηι
other reason ; but he who has thus defined what is Avorthy of choice for its own sake has nevertheless made a mistake ; for what is best in any particular thing is what is most inherent in its essence, and what is worthy of choice for its own sake is better than what is worthy of choice for some other reason, and it is this, therefore, which the definition ought to have signified.
XIII.	You must also examine whether the definer How to deal in giving «α definition of anything has defined it as tfonsdwhich either (1) ‘ A and B/ or (2) ‘ made up of A and J3,’ take the or (3) ‘ A plus Β.’ (1) If he defines it as ‘ A and B,’ the forms™9 result will be that it applies to both and neither, for («) x if Α example, ii he has denned justice as temperance and courage.’ For if there are two persons each of whom has one of these qualities, the two together will be ‘just,’ but neither singly so, since both together they possess justice but each taken singly does not do so. If the above statement is not utterly ridiculous at first sight owing to the fact that this sort of thing occurs in other instances (e.g. there is nothing to prevent two persons together possessing a mina, though neither singly possesses it), yet at any rate it would be generally regarded as totally absurd that they should have contrary qualities ; and this Λνΐΐΐ happen if one of them has temperance and cowardice, and the other justice and incontinence, for taken together they will have justice and injustice ; for, if justice is temperance and courage, injustice will be cowardice and incontinence. To speak generally, all the arguments that can be used to prove that the whole and its parts are not the same are. useful for countering the statement made just now ; for he who defines in this manner appears to state that the
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τα μόρη τῷ όλω ταύτά φάσκειν είναι, μάλιστα δ’ οίκεΐοι γίνονται οι λόγοι, ἐφ’ όσων κατάδηλός ἐστιν η των μερών σννθεσις, καθάπερ επ' οικίας 20 καί των άλλων των τοιουτων· δῆλον γάρ ότι των μερ<ών όντων ούδεν κωλύει τό όλον μη είναι, ώστ ου ται)τον τα μόρη τω όλω.
Ει δἐ μη ταΰτα άλλα τό εκ τούτων εφησεν είναι τό οριζόμενου, πρώτον μεν επισκοπεΐν ει μη πεφυκεν εν γίνεσθαι εκ τών είρη μενών ενια γάρ 25 όντως εχει προς άλληλα ώστε μηδέν εξ αντα>ν γίνεσθαι, οἷον γραμμή και αριθμός, ετι ει τό μεν ώρισμενον εν ενί τινι πεφυκε τω πρώτω γίνεσθαι, εξ ών δ’ εφησεν αυτό είναι, μη εν ενί τω πρώτω, άλλ’ εκάτερον εν εκατερω- δηλον γάρ ότι ονκ αν είη εκ τούτων εκείνο· εν οΐς γάρ τ α μέρη, καί τό 30 όλον ανάγκη νπάρχειν, ώστ’ ούκ εν ενί τό όλον πρώτω, άλλ’ εν πλείοσιν. ει δε καί τα μέρη καί τό όλον εν ενί τινι πρώτω, σκοπεΐν ει μη εν τω αντώ άλλ’ εν ετερω τό όλον καί εν ετερω τα μόρη. πάλιν ει τω όλω συμφθείρεται τα μέρη· άνάπαλιν γάρ δει συμβαίνειν, τών μερών φθαρεντων φθεί-35 ρεσθαι τό όλον τον δ* όλον φθαρεντος ούκ άνα-γκαΐον καί τα μέρη εφθάρθαι. η ει τό μεν όλον άγαθόν η κακόν, τά δε μηδετερα, η άνάπαλιν τα 636
TOPICA, VI. χιιι
parts are the same as the whole. But these arguments are specially appropriate when the process of compounding the parts is obvious, as in a house and all other such things ; for here it is obvious that, though the parts exist, there is no reason why the whole should not be non-existent, and so the parts are not the same as the whole.
(2) If, however, he has asserted that that which is (i) X is being defined is not ‘ A and Β ’ but ‘ made up of A o^AandB: and B,’ you must first of all consider whether it is unnatural for a single product to come into being from the said component parts ; for some things are so constituted in relation to one another that nothing can come into being from them, for example, a line and a number. Moreover, you must see whether what has been defined naturally comes into being primarily in some single thing, whereas those things which, according to his account, produce it, do not come into being primarily in any single thing but each in a different thing. For then obviously it could not come into being from these things ; for the whole must necessarily exist in those things in which the parts exist, so that the whole does not exist primarily in one thing only but in many. If, however, both the parts and the whole exist primarily in some single thing, you must see whether they exist in the same thing and not the whole in one thing and the parts in another. Again, you must see whether the parts perish when the whole perishes ; for the converse ought to happen, namely, that the whole perishes when the parts do so, and it does not necessarily follow that the parts also have perished when the whole has perished. Or, again, you must see whether the whole is good or bad, and the parts neither, or,
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μῖν αγαθά η κακά, τό δ' ολον μηδετερον ούτε γάρ 150 b Ικ μηδετερου δυνατόν η αγαθόν τι η κακόν γενεσθαι, ου τ εκ κακών η αγαθών μηδετερον. ἣ el μάλλον μεν θάτepov αγαθόν η θάτepov κακόν, τό δ* εκ τούτων μη μάλλον αγαθόν η κακόν, οΐον el η αναίδεια εξ άνδρίας καί φευδοΰς δόξης. μάλλον 5 γάρ αγαθόν ή άνδρία η κακόν ή φευδης δόξα· εδει ούν καί τό εκ τούτων άκολουθεΐν τω μάλλον, καί είναι η απλώς αγαθόν η μάλλον αγαθόν η κακόν, η τούτο μεν ου κ άναγκαΐον, εάν μη εκά-τερον η καθ' αυτό αγαθόν η κακόν· πολλά γάρ τών ποιητικών καθ' αυτά μεν ούκ ἐστιν αγαθά, 10 μιχθεντα δέ, η άνάπαλιν, εκάτερον μεν αγαθόν, μιχθεντα δἐ κακόν η ουδέτερον, μάλιστα δε καταφανές τό νυν ρηθεν επι τών υγιεινών και νοσωδών ενια γάρ τών φαρμάκων ούτως εχει ώσθ' εκάτε-ρον μεν είναι αγαθόν, εάν δ’ άμφω δοθη μιχθεντα, κακόν.
Πάλιν ε'ι εκ βελτίονος και χείρονος ον μη ἐστι 15 τό ολον του μεν βελτίονος χείρον, του δἐ χείρονος βελτιον. η ουδέ τούτ άναγκαΐον, εάν μη καθ' αυτά η τά εξ ών σύγκειται αγαθά, άλλ' ούδεν κωλύει τό ολον μη γίνεσθαι αγαθόν, καθάπερ επι τών άρτίως ρηθεν των.
Έτι εί συνώνυμον τό ολον θατερω· ου δει γάρ, 20 καθάπερ ούδ* επι τών συλλαβών ούδενί γάρ τών στοιχείων εξ ών σύγκειται η συλλαβή συνώνυμός ἐστιν.
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conversely, whether the parts are good or bad and the whole neither ; for it is impossible that anything either good or bad should come into being from something which is neither, or anything which is neither from things which are good or bad. Or, again, you must see whether the one thing has more good in it than the other has evil, and yet the product of the two has not more good in it than evil, as, for example, in the definition of ‘ shamelessness * as ‘ made up of courage and false opinion.’ For courage has more good in it than false opinion has evil, and so their product ought to maintain this excess and be either good absolutely or good rather than bad. Or, perhaps this does not necessarily follow, unless each is in itself good or bad ; for many of the things which produce effects are not good in themselves but only Avhen mingled together, or, conversely, are good separately but either good or neither good nor bad when mingled together. The state of affairs just described is best seen in things which produce health and disease ; for some drugs are so constituted as each separately to be good whereas they are bad if given in a mixture.
Again, you must see whether the whole, when it is made up of a better and a worse, fails to be worse than the better and better than the worse. Perhaps this too does not necessarily follow, unless the component parts are themselves good ; but there is nothing to prevent the whole being good, as in the cases just mentioned.
Furthermore, you must see whether the whole is synonymous with one of the parts ; for it ought not to be so, any more than occurs in the case of syllables, for the syllable is not synonymous with any of the letters of which it is composed.
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Έτι el μὴ εϊρηκε τον τρόπον της συνθεσεως. ου γάρ αυτάρκες προς τό γνωρίσαι το είπεΐν εκ τούτων· ου γαρ το εκ τούτων, άλλα τό ούτως εκ 25 τούτων έκαστου των συνθέτων η ουσία, καθάπερ επ' οικίας' ου γαρ αν όπωσοΰν συντεθή ταϋτα, οικία εστίν.
Ει δε τάδε μετά τοΰδε άποδε'δωκε, πρώτον μεν ρητεον ότι τάδε μετά τοΰδε η τοισδε ταύτόν ή τω εκ τώνδε’ ό yap λεγων μέλι μεθ* ϋδατος ήτοι 30 μέλι και ύδωρ λεγει η τό εκ μέλι τος καί ϋδα τος, ώστ εάν όποτερωοΰν των είρη μενών ταύτόν όμο-λογήση είναι τό τάδε μετά τοΰδε, ταύτά αρμόσει λέγειν α περ προς εκάτερον τούτων έμπροσθεν εΐρηται. ετι διελόμενον όσαχώς λεγεται ετερον μεθ' ετερου, σκοπεΐν ει μηδαμώς τάδε μετά τοΰδε. 35 οΐον ει λεγεται ετερον μεθ' ετερου η ως εν τινι ταυτῷ δεκτικώ, καθάπερ ή δικαιοσύνη καί ή άνδρία εν φνχη, η εν τόπω τω αύτώ η εν χρόνω τω αύτώ, μηδαμώς δ* άληθες τό ειρη μόνον επι τούτων, δηλον ότι ουδενό? αν εϊη 6 άποδοθεϊς
151	a ορισμός, επειδή ούδαμώς τάδε μετά τοΰδε ἐστιν.
ει δε τών διαιρεθεντων άληθες τό εν ταυτῷ χρόνω εκάτερον ύπαρχειν, σκοπεΐν ει ενδεχεται μη προς ταύτόν λεγεσθαι εκάτερον. οΐον ει την άνδριαν ώρίσατο τόλμαν μετά διάνοιας ορθής' ενδεχεται 640
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Furthermore, you must see whether he has omitted to state the method of their composition ; for merely to say that something is made up of this and that is not enough to make the matter clear. For the essence of eacli compound is not merely that it is made up of this and that, but that it is made up of this and that compounded in a particular way, as in the case of a house ; for this and that material put together anyhow does not constitute a house.
(3) If he has given a definition of something in the	‘ A
form of * A plus B,’ the first thing that must be stated P is that ‘ A plus Β ’ is equivalent to either ‘ A and Β ’ or ‘ made up of A and B.’ For he who speaks of
*	honey plus water ’ means either ‘ honey and water ’ or else something ‘ made up of honey and water.’ If, therefore, he admits that ‘ A plus Β ’ is the same as either of the above, it will be relevant to use the same arguments as have been employed before against each of them. Furthermore, you must distinguish the various senses in which something is said to be ‘ plus ’ something else, and see whether it is impossible for A to be in any sense ‘ plus B.’ For example, if it means that A is plus Β in the sense either that they are contained in an identical receptacle (like justice and courage in the soul), or in the same place or time, whereas the sense assigned is in no way true of A and B, it is obvious that the definition given could not apply to anything, since in no possible way can A be
*	plus B.’ If, however, among the various senses which we have distinguished, it is true that A and 1J each exist at the same time, you must look whether it is possible that each is used in a different relation.
Suppose, for example, that ‘ daring plus right opinion’ has been given as the definition of ‘courage’;
γ
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5 γάρ τολμάν μῖν εχειν του άποστερειν, ορθήν δε διάνοιαν περί τα υγιεινά' άλλ’ ούδεπω ανδρείος 6 εν τω αύτώ χρόνω τάδε μετά τοΰδε εχων. ετι ει και προς ταύτόν άμφω λεγεται, οΐον προς τα ιατρικά' ούδεν γαρ κωλύει και τολμάν και ορθήν διάνοιαν εχειν προς τα ιατρικά' άλλ’ όμως ούδ’ ίο οΰτος ανδρείος 6 τόδε μετά τοΰδε εχων. οΰτε γαρ προς ετερον αυτών εκάτερον δει λεγεσθαι οΰτε προς ταύτόν το τυχόν, άλλα προς το της άνδρίας τέλος, οΐον προς τους πολεμικούς κίνδυνους η ει τι μάλλον τούτου τέλος.
Ένια δε των ούτως άποδιδομενων ούδαμώς 15 υπό την ειρημενην πίπτει διαίρεσιν, οΐον ει ή οργή λύπη μεθ* ύπολήφεως του ολιγωρεΐσθαι. οτι γαρ διά την ύπόληφιν την τοιαύτην η λύπη γίνεται, τούτο βούλεται δηλοΰν τό δε διά τόδε γίνεσθαί τι ούκ εστι ταύτόν τω μετά τούτου τόδ* είναι κατ9 ούδε'να των είρημενών τρόπων.
20 XIV. Πάλιν ει την τούτων σύνθεσιν εΐρηκε τό ολον, οΐον της φνχης και του σώματος σύνθεσιν ζωον, πρώτον μεν σκοπεΐν ει μη εΐρηκε ποια σύνθεσις, καθάπερ ει σάρκα οριζόμενος η οστοΰν την 7τυρός και γης και άερος είπε σύνθεσιν. ου γάρ άπόχρη τό σύνθεσιν είπειν, άλλά και ποια 25 τις προσδιοριστέον ου γάρ όπωσοΰν συντεθεντων τούτων σάρξ γίνεται, άλλ’ ούτωσι μεν συντεθεντων σάρξ, ούτωσι δ’ οστοΰν. εοικε δ’ ούδ’ είναι τό 642
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it is possible for a man to show daring in committing robbery, and right opinion about matters of health, but he who possesses the former plus the latter at the same time is far from being courageous. Moreover, even if both are used in the same relation, for example, in matters of health (for there is no reason why a man should not show both daring and right opinion in matters of health), yet, for all that, the man who possesses the one plus the other is not ‘ brave.’ For each must be related neither to some different object nor to some chance object which is identical, but to the true function of courage, for example, facing the dangers of war or anything which is a still more characteristic function of courage.
Some of the definitions given in this manner do not fall under the above division at all, for example, that of ‘ anger ’ as ‘ pain plus an idea that one is slighted.’ For the purpose of the definition is to show that the pain is caused by an idea of this kind ; but to say that it is ‘ caused by ’ a thing is not the same as saying that it is ‘ plus ’ that thing in any of the senses mentioned.
XIV.	Again, if he has described the whole as a composition of such and such things, for example, a ‘ living creature as a composition of soul and body,’ you must, first of all, see whether he lias failed to state the kind of composition, as, for example, in the definition of ‘ flesh ’ or ‘ bone ’ as a ‘ composition of fire, earth and air.’ For it is not enough to speak of composition, but the kind of composition must be further defined ; for flesh is not formed of these components put together anyhow, but there is one form of composition for flesh and another for bone. Now it seems likely that neither of the said substances
G43
Various rules:
(a) When something has been defined as a compound whole, insist on a statement of the nature of the composition.
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παράπαν συνθέσει ταντόν ουδέτερον των είρη-μένων συνθέσει μεν γάρ πάση διάλυσις εναντίον, των δ’ είρημένων ούδετέρω ούδέν. ετι ει ομοίως 30 πιθανόν παν το σύνθετον σύνθεσιν είναι η μηδέν, των δε ζώων έκαστον σύνθετον ον μη ἐστι συν-θεσις, ουδέ των άλλων ούδέν των συνθέτων σύνθεσις αν εΐη.
Πάλιν ει ομοίως εν τινι πέφυκεν ύπαρχε ιν τάναντία, ώρισται δε διά θατέρου, δηλον δτι ούχ ώρισται. ει δε μη, πλείους τού αυτού συμβήσεται 35 ορισμούς είναι’ τί γάρ μάλλον 6 διά τούτου η 6 διά τού ετέρου όρισάμενος εΐρηκεν, επειδή ομοίως άμφότερα πέφυκε γίνεσθαι εν αύτώ; τοιούτος δ* 151 b ο της φυχης ορος, ει εστιν ουσία επιστήμης δεκτική· ομοίως γάρ και άγνοιας εστι δεκτική.
Αει δε και εάν μη προς ολον εχη τις επιχειρεΐν τον ορισμόν διά τδ μη γνώριμον είναι το ολον, δ προς των μερών τι επιχει ρεΐν, εάν η γνώριμον και μη καλώς άποδεδομένον φαίνηται* τού γάρ μέρους άναιρεθέντος και 6 πας ορισμός αναιρείται, όσοι τ ασαφείς τών ορισμών, συνδιορθώσ αντα και συσχηματίσαντα προς τό δηλούν τι και εχειν επιχείρημα, ούτως επισκοπεΐν άναγκαΐον γάρ τω ίο άποκρινομένω η δέχεσθαι τό εκλαμβανόμενον υπό τού έρωτώντος, η αυτόν διασαφησαι τί ποτε τυγχάνει τό δηλονμενον υπό τού λόγου, ετι καθάπερ εν ταΐς εκκλησίαις νόμον είώθασιν έπεισφέ-ρειν, καν η βελτίων ό επεισφερόμενος, άναιροΰσι τον έμπροσθεν, ούτω και επι τών ορισμών ποιητέον
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is at all the same as a ‘ composition ’ ; for every ‘ composition ’ has as its contrary a ‘ decomposition,’ and neither flesh nor bone has a contrary. Further, if it is probable that every compound alike is a composition or else that none is so, and every living creature, though it is a compound, is not a composition, then neither could any other compound be a composition.
Again, if it is natural for contraries to have an equal (6) Observe existence in a thing, and it has been defined by means tha^which of one of them, clearly it has not really been defined ; has been for else the result will be that there is more than one one con-definition of the same thing. For in what respect capable has he who has given a definition by means of one of both, contrary described it better than he who has defined by means of the other, since both are equally likely to occur in it ? The definition of ‘ soul ’ as ‘ substance receptive of knowledge ’ is a case in point ; for it is equally also receptive of ignorance.
Also, even though one cannot attack the definition (c) if you as a whole, because one is not familiar with it as a attack the whole, yet one ought to attack a part of it, if one is definition tamihar with that part and it has obviously been attack part incorrectly assigned ; for if part is subverted, the emendH,. whole definition is subverted also. When definitions are obscure, you should correct and remodel them so as to make some part clear and have something to attack, and then make your examination ; for che answerer must either accept the interpretation suggested by the questioner or himself make clear what is indicated by the description. Furthermore, just as in public assemblies it is customary to introduce ;i new law and, if the newly introduced law is better, to abrogate the old one, so one ought to deal with
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15 καί αυτόν ορισμόν ετερον οίστεον εάν γαρ φαίνηται βελτίων καί μάλλον δηλών το όριζόμενον, δῆλον οτι άνηρημενος εσται 6 κείμενος, επειδή ονκ είσι πλείους του αύτοϋ ορισμοί.
Προ? άπαντας δε τούς ορισμούς ούκ ελάχιστον στοιχείον το προς εαυτόν εύστόχως όρίσασθαι τό 20 προκείμενον ή καλώς είρημενον ορον άναλαβεΐν· ανάγκη γάρ, ώσπερ προς παράδειγμα θεώμενον, τό τ’ ελλεΐπον ών προσήκεν εχειν τον ορισμόν και τό προσκείμενον περιέργως καθοράν, ώστε μάλλον επιχειρημάτων εύπορεΐν.
Τα μεν ούν περί τούς ορισμούς επί τοσοΰτον είρήσθω.
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definitions, too, and oneself bring forward another one ; for, if it is obviously a better definition and gives a better indication of the object defined, clearly the definition already laid down will have been subverted, since there is never more than one definition of the same thing.
In dealing with any definition, it is a most important elementary principle to make a shrewd guess in one’s own mind at the definition of the object before one or else to take over some happily expressed definition. For it necessarily follows that, with a model, as it were, before one, one can see anything that is lacking which the definition ought to contain and any needless addition, and thus be better provided in the points for attack.
Let so much, therefore, suffice for our treatment of definitions.
(d) it is advantageous to make a definition of one’s own.
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151 b 28 Ι. ΙΙότερον δἐ ταύτόν η ετερον κατά τον κυριώ-τατον των ρηθεντων περί ταύτόν τρόπων (ελεγετο 30 δἐ κυριώτατα ταύτόν τό τω αριθμώ εν) σκοπεΐν εκ τε των πτώσεων και των συστοίχων και των αντικείμενων. ει γάρ η δικαιοσύνη ταύτόν τη άνδρία, και 6 δίκαιος τω άνδρείω και τό δικαίως τω άνδρείως. ομοίως δε και επί των αντικείμενων· ει γάρ τάδε ταύτά, καί τα αντικείμενα τούτοις 35 ταύτά καθ' όποιανοΰν των λεγομένων αντιθέσεων, ούδεν γάρ διαφέρει τό τούτω η τον τω άντι κείμενον λαβεῖν, επειδή ταύτόν ἐστιν, πάλιν εκ των ποιη-152 a τικών καί φθαρτικών καί γενεσεως καί φθορών καί όλως τών ομοίως εχόντων προς εκάτερον. όσα γάρ απλώς ταύτά, καί αι γενεσεις αύτών καί αι φθοραί αι αύταί, καί τα ποιητικά καί φθαρτικά.
5 Σκοπέΐν δε καί ών θάτερον μάλιστα λεγεται ότιονν, ει καί θάτερον τών αύτών τούτων κατά τό αύτό μάλιστα λεγεται, καθάπερ Έενοκράτης 648
BOOK VII
I.	Whether things are ‘ the same ’ or * different ’ in the strictest verbal sense of the term ‘ same ’—and we said a that sameness in its strictest sense is numerical oneness—should be examined from the point of view of their inflexions and co-ordinates and opposites. For if justice is the same as courage, then also the just man is the same as the courageous, and ‘ justly ’ the same as ‘ courageously.’ So likewise with opposites also ; for, if two things are the same, their opposites, in accordance with any of the so-called oppositions, are also the same. For it makes no difference whether one takes the opposite of the one or of the other, since they are the same. Again, an examination should be made from the point of view of the agents of their production or destruction and their coming-into-being and destruction, and generally, of anything which stands in a similar relation to each of them ; for, when things are absolutely the same, their coming-into-being and destruction are also the same and so are the agents of their production and destruction.
You must also examine, when one of two things is said to be something in a superlative degree, whether the other of these same things also attains a superlative degree in the same respect. For
“ 108 a 23.
Rules for dealing with things which are said to be ‘ the same ’ : (a) Identity can be proved by looking at their inflexions, co-ordinates and opposites ; also at the agents of their production and destruction.
(b) When one of two same things is said to have some quality In a superlative
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τ ον εύδαίμονα βίον καί τον σπουδαίου άποδείκνυσι τον αυτόν, επειδή πάντων των βίων αίρετώτατος 6 σπουδαίος καί 6 ευδαίμων’ εν γάρ τό αίρετώτα-10 του καί μεγίστου, ομοίως δε καί επί των άλλων των τοιούτων. δει δ* εκάτερον εν αριθμώ είναι τό λεγόμενον μεγίστου η αίρετώτατον. ει δε μη, ούκ εσται δεδει γμενον ότι ταυ τον’ ου γάρ αναγκαίου, ει άνδρειότατοι των Ελλὑυων Πελοποννησιοι καί Αακεδαιμόνιοι, τους αυτούς είναι Πελο-15 ποννησίους Αακεδαιμονίοις, επειδή ούχ εις αριθμώ Υίελοποννησιος ουδέ Αακεδαιμόνιος. άλλα περιέλεσθαι μεν τον ετερον υπό του ετερου αναγκαίου, καθάπερ οι Αακεδαιμόνιοι υπό των Υίελοποννη-σίων. ει δε μη, συμβησεται άΑληλων είναι βελτίους, εάν μη περιεχωνται οι ετεροι υπό των 20 ετερων. αναγκαίου γάρ τούς ΥΙελοποννησίονς βελτίους είναι των Αακεδαιμονίων, ει'περ μη περι-εχονται οι ετεροι υπό των ετερων’ πάντων γάρ των λοιπών εισϊ βελτίους. ομοίως δἐ καί τούς Αα-κεδαιμονίους ανάγκη βελτίους είναι των Πελο-ποννησίων’ καί γάρ καί ούτοι πάντων των λοιπών 25 είσί βελτίους. ώστε άλλήλων βελτίους γίνονται, δηλον οΰν ότι εν αριθμώ δει είναι τό βέλτιστου καί μεγίστου λεγόμενον, ει μέλλει οτ ι ταύτόν άποδείκνυσθ αι.	διό καί Έενοκράτης ούκ άπο-
δείκνυσιν’ ου γάρ εις αριθμώ 6 ευδαίμων οΰδ* 6 σπουδαίος βίος, ώστ ούκ αναγκαίου τον αύτόν είναι, διότι άμφω αίρετώτατοι, αλλά τον ετερον 30 ύπό τον ετερον.
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instance, Xenocrates a tries to show that the happy degree, or life and the good life are the same, since of all lives thEfaTrue the good life and the happy life are most worthy of of the other, choice ; for only one thing can be characterized as ‘ the most worthy of choice ’ and ‘ the greatest.’ So likewise with all other such things also. But each of two things which is described as ‘ greatest ’ or ‘ most worthy of choice ’ must be numerically one, otherwise it will not have been shown that they are the same ; for it does not necessarily follow that, if the Peloponnesians and the Lacedaemonians are the bravest of the Greeks, the Peloponnesians are the same as the Lacedaemonians, since neither ‘ Peloponnesian ’ nor 4 Lacedaemonian ’ is a numerically single thing ; but it merely follows that the one group must be included in the other, just as the Lacedaemonians are included in the Peloponnesians. Otherwise, if one group is not included in the other, the result will be that each is better than the other. For it necessarily follows that the Peloponnesians are better than the Lacedaemonians, if the one group is not included in the other ; for they are both better than anyone else. Similarly, too, the Lacedaemonians must be better than the Peloponnesians ; for they also are better than anyone else. Thus they are each better than the other. It is obvious, therefore, that what is described as ‘ best ’ and ‘ greatest ’ must be numerically one if it is going to be shown to be ‘ the same * as something else. For this reason, too, Xenocrates does not prove his contention ; for neither the happy life nor the good life is numerically one, so that they are not necessarily the same because they are both most worthy of choice, but only that one must fall under the other.
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Πάλιν σκοπ€Ϊν el φ θάτ€ρον ταύτόν, καί θάτερον el γαρ μη άμφότ€ρα τῷ αύτω ταύτά, δῆλον ότι ουδ’ άλλήλοις.
Έτι €κ των τούτους συμβεβηκότως, καί οΐς ταντα σνμβββηκβν, Ιπισκοπ€Ϊν οσα γαρ θατόρω 35 συμβόβηκ€, καί θατόρω δεῖ σνμβεβηκύναυ, καί οΐς θάτβρον αυτών συμβύβηκ€, καί θάτ€ρον δεῖ συμβεβηκίυαι. €ί δί τι τούτων διαβαίνει, δῆλον οτι ου ταντά.
'Οράν δἐ καί ὡ μη ev evl yevei κατηγορίας άμφότ€ρα, άλλα τό μεν ποών το he ποσόν η π ρος 152 b τι όηλοΐ. πάλιν εἰ τό γίνο? ίκατύρου μη ταύτόν, άλλα τό μιν αγαθόν το he κακόν, η τό μιν αρετή τό δ’ όπιστήμη. η el τό μῖν yevo? ταύτόν, αι όιαφοραι he μη αι αύταϊ όκατόρου κατηγοροϋνται, άλλα τον μεν οτι θeωpητική όπιστήμη, τον δ’ 5 οτι πρακτική, ομοίως he και όπι των άλλων.
Έτι όκ του μάλλον, el τό μίν δέχεται τό μάλλον τό δἐ μη, η el άμ,φω μ€ν δέχεται, μη άμα he, καθάπ€ρ 6 μάλλον όρων ού μάλλον eπιθυμeΐ τής συνουσίας, ώστ ού ταύτόν €ρως και όπιθυμία συνουσίας.
ίο ’Έτι €κ τής πpoσθeσeως, el τω αύτω όκάτ€ρον πpoστιθeμevov μη ποιεῖ τό ὐλον ταύτόν. ή el του αύτοϋ άφ’ ίκατόρου άφαιρ€0€ντος τό λοιπόν ere-652
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Again, you must see whether, when the one of two (c) See things is the same as a third thing, the other is also eachcYtwo the same as it ; for, if they are not the same as the ?a“e things same thing, obviously they are not the same as one as a third another either.	thing*
Furthermore, you must examine them from the (d) Observe point of view of their accidents or of the things of their acci-which they are accidents ; for any accident of the one must also be an accident of the other, and, if the one of them is an accident of something else, so must the other be also. For, if there is any discrepancy on these points, obviously they are not the same.
You must also see whether they fail both to fall (β) See in the same class of predicates, but one signifies a both are in quality, the other a quantity or a relation ; again, the same whether the genus of each fails to be the same, the and genus, one being ‘ good ’ and the other ‘ evil,’ or the one fhe same ‘ virtue ’ and the other ‘ knowledge * ; or whether, differentiae, though the genus is the same, the differentiae predicated of either of them are not the same, that of one being ‘ speculative * and that of the other ‘ practical * knowledge. And so likewise with the other instances.
Furthermore, from the point of view of the greater (/) See degree, you must see whether the one admits of the bothh°r greater degree while the other does not, or whether etmuitane-both admit of it but not at the same time ; tor crease aud example, he who is more in love has not a greater dimi,l5sh* desire for intercourse, and so love and the desire for intercourse are not the same thing.
Furthermore, you must note the result of an addi- (^Observe tion and see whether each added to the same thing ofanaddi-fails to produce the same whole ; or whether the ^f°“h^each subtraction of the same thing from each leaves the remainder difleiviit. Suppose, for example, someone
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pov, oiov el διπλάσιου ήμίσ€ος καί πολλαπλάσιον ήμίσ€ος ταύτον ε'φησευ etvaL. άφαυρβθάντος γάρ άφ’ έκατέρου του ημίσβος τα λοιπά ταύτον eSei 15 όηλοΰν, ου δτὴοῖ δί· τό yap διπλάσιου /cat πολλαπλάσιον ου ταύτον όηλοΐ.
Σκοπεΐν δἐ μή μόνον el ήόη τι συμβαίνει αδύνατον διά τῆ? Oeaecos, άλλα και el όυνατον e£ ύπoθeσeως ύπάρξαι, καθάπ€ρ τοις το Kevov και 20 τό πλήpeς άέρος ταύτον φάσκουσιν. δῆλον γάρ οτι eav έξέλθη 6 αήρ, Kevov μέν ούχ ήσσον άλλα μάλλον Ίσται, πλήpeς δ’ α όρος ούκέτι έσται. ώστε ύποτ€θόντος τινος είτε φευδου? €ίτ’ άληθοΰς (ούόέν γάρ διαφέρει) τό μῖν eTepov αναιρείται αύτών, τό 8' eTepov ου. ωστ ού ταύτον.
25 Καβόλου δ’ emeiv, έκ των όπωσούν ίκατίρου κατηγορουμένων, και ῶν ταϋτα κατηγορ€ΐται, σκoπeΐv el που διαφωνεί* οσα yap θατέρου κατ-ηγορ€Ϊτ αι, και θατέρου κατηγορ€Ϊσθαι δεῖ, καί ων θάTepov κατηγορ€Ϊται, και θάτ€ρον κατηγο-peioOai δεῖ.
30 ’Έτι ἐττει πολλαχώς ταύτον λὲνεται, σκοπ€Ϊν el και καθ' eTepov τινα τρόπον ταύτά ἐστιν τα γάρ eiSei ή yevei ταύτά ή ούκ άνάγκη ή ούκ ἐυδεχεται άριθμω ταύτά είναι, έπισκοποΰμ€ν 8e πότ€ρον ούτω ταύτά ή ούχ ούτως.
Έτι el δυνατόν θάτ€ρον aveo θατέρου είναι* ού 35 γάρ αν €ΐη ταύτόν.
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has stated that a ‘ double of a half ’ and a ‘ multiple of a half ’ are the same thing ; then, if ‘ of a half * has been subtracted from each, the remainders ought to signify the same thing, which they do not ; for ‘ double J and ‘ multiple ’ do not signify the same thing.
You must also look not only whether some impossibility immediately follows from the statement that two things are the same, but also whether it can result from a supposition, as, for example, when it is asserted that ‘ empty ’ and ‘ full of air ’ are the same thing. For it is obvious that, if the air has been expelled, the space will not be less but more empty, though it will be no longer full of air. So by a supposition, whether false or true (for it makes no difference), one of the two terms is subverted, while the other is not ; and so they cannot be the same.
To speak generally, you should look at every possible predicate of each of the two terms and at the things of which they are predicated and see whether there is any discrepancy anywhere ; for anything which is predicated of the one ought also to be predicated of the other, and of anything of which the one is a predicate the other also ought to be a predicate.
Furthermore, since ‘ sameness ’ is used in several senses, you should look whether things are the same in some different way also ; for things which are the same specifically or genetically are not necessarily the same or cannot possibly be the same numerically, and we examine whether they are or are not the same in this sense.
Furthermore, you must see whether the one can exist without the other ; for then they cannot be the same.
(Λ) Observe whether, as the result of a supposition, one of two same things is subverted, but not the other.
(i) Observe whether the same things may be predicated of both.
(j) Observe whether they are the same generically or specifically, but not numerically.
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II.	ΟΙ μῖν οὐν 7τ ρος ταύτον τόποι τοσοΰτοι λέγονται. δηλον δ* εκ των είρημέν ων οτ ι άπαντες οι ττ ρος ταύτον άνασκευαστικοι τόποι και προς όρον χρήσιμοι, καθάπερ έμπροσθεν εϊρηταί’ ει γάρ μη ταύτον δηλοΐ τό τ όνομα και ἀ λόγος,
153	άδηλον ότι ούκ αν είη ορισμός ό άποδοθεις λόγος.
των δε κατασκευαστικών τόπων ούδεις χρήσιμος προς όρον’ ού γάρ άπόχρη δεΐξαι ταύτον τό υπό τον λόγον και τουνομα προς τό κατασκενάσαι ότι 5 ορισμός, άλλα, και τα, άλλα πάντα δει έχειν τα παρηγγελμενα τον ορισμόν.
III.	Άναιρεΐν μεν οΰν ορον ούτως και διά τούτων άεϊ πειρατέον’ εάν δε κατασκευάζειν βουλώ-μεθα, πρώτον μεν είδέναι δει ότι ούδεις η ολίγοι τών δια λεγομένων όρον συλλογίζονται, αλλά πάντες άρχην τό τοιοϋτον λαμβάνουσιν, οΐον οι τε περί
ίο γεωμετρίαν και άριθμούς και τάς άλλας τάς τοιαύτας μαθήσεις’ εΐθ’ ότι δι’ άκριβείας μεν άλλης ἐστι πραγματείας άποδοΰναι και τί ἐστιν όρος και πώς όρίζεσθαι δει, νυν δ’ όσον ικανόν προς την παρούσαν χρείαν, ώστε τοσοΰτον μόνον λεκτέον ότι δυνατόν γενέσθαι ορισμού και του τι 15 ην είναι συλλογισμόν, ει γάρ ἐστιν όρος λόγος ό τό τί ην είναι τω πράγματι δηλών, και δει τά εν τω όρω κατηγορούμενα και εν τω τί έστι του πράγματος μόνα κατηγορεισθαι, κατηγορειται δ’ εν τω τί έστι τά γένη και αι διαφοραί, φανερόν ως
° 102 a 11.	& 139 a 24 if.
° An. Post. II. iii-xiii.
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II.	These, then, are the various commonplaces The rules relating to ‘ sameness.’ It is obvious from what has laJtchapter been said that all the destructive commonplaces for aYiijvcrt dealing with sameness are also useful for dealing ing but not with definition, as has already been remarked a ; for, ’adc-™" if the term and the description do not signify the finition. same thing, it is obvious that the description assigned cannot be a definition. On the other hand, none of
the constructive commonplaces are useful for definition ; for it is not enough to show that the content of the description and the term are the same in order to establish that the description is a definition, but the definition must possess also all the other characteristics which have been laid down.b
III.	In this way and by these methods we must Rules for always try to destroy a definition ; but, if we wish adffiniiion: to construct one, in the first place, we must realize Method that few if any of those who hold discussions reason ing a
out a definition, but all take as their starting-point deflmtl0n· some such assumption as those take who deal with geometry and numbers and all other such studies.
Secondly, we must realize that it belongs to another inquiry c to lay down accurately both what a definition is and how we must frame it, and that for the moment we need only go as far as is requisite for our present task and, therefore, we only need state that it is possible that there should be reasoning about a definition and the essence of a thing. For if a definition is a description which indicates the essence of a thing, and the predicates in the definition ought also to be the only ones to be predicated of the thing in the category of essence (and the genera and differentiae are predicated in the category of essence), it is obvious that, if one were to assume that Λ and
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ει τις λάβοι ταΰτα μόνα1 iv τω τί ἐστι του πράγ-20 ματος κατηγορεΐσθαι,2 6 ταΰτα εχων λόγος ορος εξ ανάγκης αν εϊη * ου γάρ ενδεχεται ετερον είναι ορον, επειδή ούδεν ετερον εν τω τί ἐστι του πράγματος κατηγορεΐται.
'Ότι μεν ουν εγχωρεΐ συλλογισμόν ορού γενεσθαι, φανερόν* εκ τίνων δε δει κατασκενάζειν, διώρισται 25 μεν εν ετεροις άκριβεστερον, προς δἐ την προκεί-μενην μέθοδον οι αυτοί τόποι χρήσιμοι, σκεπτεον γάρ επί των εναντίων καί των άλλων των αντικείμενων, καί ολους τούς λόγους καί κατά μέρος επισκοποΰντα· ει γάρ ό άντικείμενος του αντικείμενου, καί τον ειρημενον του προκειμενου ανάγκη 30 είναι, επεί δε των εναντίων πλείους συμπλοκαί, ληπτεον των εναντίων, οποίου αν μάλιστα φανη ό ενάντιος ορισμός, όλους μεν ουν τούς λόγους καθάπερ εϊρηται σκεπτεον, κατά μέρος δ’ ὧδε. πρώτον μεν ουν ότι τό άποδοθεν γένος όρθώς άποδεδοται. ει γάρ τ6 εναντίον εν τω εναντίω, 35 τό δε προκείμενον μη ἐστιν εν τω αύτω, δήλον ότι εν τω εναντίω αν εϊη, επειδή ανάγκη τα εναντία εν τω αύτω η εν τοΐς εναντίοις γενεσιν είναι, καί τάς διαφοράς δε τάς εναντίας των εναντίων άξιον-μεν κατηγορείσθαι, καθάπερ λενκοΰ καί μελανός-153 b τό μεν γάρ διακριτικόν τό δε συγκριτικόν οφεως. ώστ ει του εναντίου αι εναντίαι κατηγοροΰνται, του προκειμενου αι άποδοθεΐσαι κατηγοροϊντ αν.
1 Reading μόνα with Wallies for μόνον.
2 Deleting ότι before ο ταΰτα.
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Β were the only attributes predicated of the thing in the category of essence, then the description containing A and Β would necessarily be a definition ; for nothing else can possibly be a definition, since nothing else is a predicate of the thing in the category of essence.
It is clear, then, that it is possible to reason about (δ) Method a definition. Of what materials definitions should genus and8 be constructed has been determined more precisely elsewhere,0 but the same commonplaces are useful trary and so for the inquiry now before us. You must look at the fngadenni-contraries and the other opposites, examining the tion from descriptions both as wholes and in detail ; for if the tfonofule opposite description is a definition of the opposite contrary, term, the description given must necessarily be a definition of the term under consideration. Since, however, there are several possible conjunctions of the contraries, you must choose from among the contraries the one whose contrary definition is most plain. The descriptions, then, as a whole must be examined in the manner described, and in detail in the following manner. First of all, you must see that the genus assigned has been assigned correctly. For, if the contrary is placed in the contrary genus, and the term under consideration is not in the same genus, it is obvious that it would be in the contrary genus, since contraries must necessarily be in the same genus or in contrary genera. Also, we hold that the contrary differentiae should be predicated of contraries, as, for example, of black and white ; for the one tends to penetrate, the one to compress, the vision. So, if contrary differentiae are predicated of the contrary term, the differentiae assigned would be predicated of the term under consideration. Since,
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ώστ έπεί καί to γένος καί αι διαφοραί ορθώς αποδίδονται, δῆλον οτι ορισμός αν εΐη 6 άπο-5 δοθείς, η ον κ άναγκαΐον των εναντίων τας εναντίας διαφοράς κατηγορεΐσθαι, αν μη εν τω αὑτῷ γένει η τα εναντία· ών δε τα γένη εναντία, οίδἐν κωλύει την αυτήν διαφοράν κατ* άμφοΐν λέγεσθαι, οΐον κατά δικαιοσύνης καί αδικίας’ το μεν γάρ αρετή το δε κακία φυχης, ώστε το φυχης διαφορά ίο έν άμφοΐν λέγεται, επειδή και σώματός ἐστι αρετή καί κακία. άλΧ ουν τούτο γ* αληθές, οτι των εναντίων η έναντίαι η αι ανταί διαφοραί είσιν. ει ουν τον εναντίον η εναντία κατηγορεΐται, τούτον δε μη, δηλον οτι η είρημένη τούτον αν κατηγοροΐτο. καθόλου δ’ είπεΐν, έπεί ο ορισμός 15 ἐστιν εκ γένους καί διαφορών, αν 6 του εναντίον ορισμός φανερός η, καί 6 τον προκειμένου ορισμός φανερός ἔσται, έπεί γάρ τό εναντίον εν τω αντω γένει η έν τω έναντίω, ομοίως δέ καί αι διαφοραί η έναντίαι των εναντίων η αι ανταί κατηγοροΰνται, δηλον οτι του προκειμένου ήτοι τό αυτό γένος αν 20 κατηγοροΐτο δπερ καί του έναντίου, αι δέ διαφοραί έναντίαι, η άπασαι η τινές, αι δἐ λοιπαί αι ανταί' η άνάπαλιν αι μεν διαφοραί αι ανταί τα δέ γένη έναντία' η άμφω έναντία, καί τα γένη καί αι διαφοραί. άμφότερα γάρ ταύτά είναι ον κ ένδέχεταί’ ει δέ μη, 6 αντος ορισμός των εναντίων εσται.
25 Έτι έκ των πτώσεων καί των συστοίχων’ 660
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therefore, both the genus and the differentiae have been correctly assigned, it is obvious that the description assigned would be a definition. But, possibly, it does not necessarily follow that the contrary differentiae are predicated of contraries, unless the contraries are in the same genus ; but where the genera are contrary, there is no reason why the same differentia should not be predicated of both, for example, of justice and injustice, for the one is a virtue and the other a vice, of the soul ; and so ‘ of the soul is employed as a differentia in both cases, since there is a virtue and a vice of the body also. This, however, at any rate is true, that the differentiae of contraries are either contrary or the same. If, therefore, the contrary differentia is predicated of the contrary term and not of the term in question, it is obvious that the stated differentia would be predicated of the latter.
To put the matter generally, since the definition is composed of genus and differentia, if the definition of the contrary is clear, the definition also of the term under consideration will be clear also. For, since the contrary is either in the same or in the contrary genus, and likewise too the differentiae predicated of contraries are either contrary or the same, obviously either (a) the same genus would be predicated of the term under consideration as of its contrary, whereas the differentiae are cither all contrary or else some of them contrary and the rest the same, or. (6) conversely the differentiae are the same and the genera contrary, or (c) both the genera and the differentiae are contrary. For it is not possible that both should be the same ; otherwise contraries will have the same definition.
Furthermore, you must judge from inflexions and (c) Employ-
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ανάγκη γάρ άκολουθ€Ϊν τα γένη τοΐς γενεσι και τους ορούς τοΐς δροις. οΐον ει η Χήθη εστιν απο-βοΧή επιστήμης, και τδ επιΧανθάνεσθαι άποβάΧλειν επιστήμην εσται καί το επιΧεΧήσθαι αποβεβΧη-κεναι επιστήμην. ενός οΰν όποιουοΰν τών ειρη-30 μενών όμοΧογηθεντός ανάγκη και τα λοιπά όμοΧογεΐσθαι. ομοίως δἐ και ει ή φθορά διάΧυσις ουσίας, καί τό φθείρεσθαι διαΧυεσθαι ουσίαν καί τό φθαρτικώς διαΧυτικώς, ει τε τό φθαρτικόν διαΧυτικόν ουσίας, καί ή φθορά όιάΧυσις ουσίας, ομοίως δἐ καί επί των άΧΧων. ωσθ’ ενός όποιουοΰν 35 Χηφθεντος καί τα λοιπά πάντα όμοΧογεΐται.
Καί εκ των ομοίως δ’ έχόντων προς άΧΧηΧα. ει γάρ τό υγιεινόν ποιητικόν ύγιείας, καί τό ευεκτικόν ποιητικόν ευεξίας εσται καί τό ώφέΧιμον
154	a ποιητικόν αγαθού. ομοίως γάρ έκαστον των
είρημένων προς τό οίκεΐον τέΧος έχει, ωστ ει ενός αυτών ά ορισμός έστι τό ποιητικόν είναι του τέΧους, καί των Χοιπών έκαστου οΰτος αν είη ορισμός.
’Έτι εκ του μάλλον καί του ομοίως, όσαχώς 5 ενδέχεται κατασκευάσαι δυο προς δίο συγκρίνοντα, οΐον ει μάΧΧον ὁδε τ ουδέ ή οδε τ ουδέ ορισμός, ό δἐ ήττον ορισμός, καί ό μάΧΧον. καί ει ομοίως ὁδε τοΰδε καί οδε τοΰδε, ει ό έτερος του ετέρου, 662
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co-ordinates ; for here genus must follow genus and ment of in-definition follow definition. For example, if ‘ forget- coSrdinates fulness is ‘ a loss of knowledge,’ ‘ to forget ’ is ‘ to ^uctfon^f" lose knowledge,’ and ‘ to have forgotten ’ is ‘ to have a definition, lost knowledge.’ If, therefore, any one of these things is admitted, the rest also must necessarily also be admitted. Similarly, too, if ‘ destruction is ‘ a dissolution of essence,’ then ‘ to be destroyed is ‘ to have one’s essence dissolved,’ and ‘ destructively ’ means ‘ in such a way as to dissolve the essence ’; and if ‘ destructive ’ means ‘ tending to destroy the essence,’ ‘ destruction ’ is ‘ the dissolution of the essence.’ So likewise with the other inflexions ; if any one of them is assumed, all the others also are admitted.
You must also judge from things which are related in the same way to one another. For if ‘ healthy ’ things means ‘ productive of health,’ ‘ invigorating ’ also ^similar™1 will mean ‘ productive of vigour ’ and ‘ benefi- relation, cial * will mean ‘ productive of good.’ For each of the above is similarly related to its own particular end, so that, if the definition of one of them is that it is ‘ productive of ’ its end, this would also be the definition of each of the others.
Furthermore, you must judge from the greater ^nF°™a* and the similar degrees, in all the various ways in definition which it is possible to be constructive by comparing ^m^i-ison two things with two other things. For example, of other if one thing is to a greater degree the definition of deflnitions· another than something else is of something else, and the latter is a definition, then so also is the former. Also, if one thing is a definition of another and something else «α definition of something else in a similar degree, if the latter is a definition of
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καί 6 λοιπός τοΰ λοιπού. ενός δ* ορισμού προς δύο συγ κρίνο μενού, ἣ δύο ορισμών προς ενα, 10 ονδεν χρήσιμος Ύ] εκ τοΰ μάλλον επίσκεφις· ούτε γαρ ενα δυοΐν ούτε δύο τον αντοΰ ορούς δυνατόν ἐστιν είναι.
IV. Είσι	κ αι επικαιρότατοι των τόπων οι τε νυν είρημενοι καί οι εκ των συστοίχων και οι όκ των πτώσεων, διό και δεῖ μάλιστα κατ€χ€ΐν
15 και προχείρους εχειν τούτους· χρησιμώτατοι γάρ προς πλειστα. και των άλλων δε τούς μάλιστα κοινούς· οΰτοι γάρ ενεργότατοι των λοιπών, οΐον τό τ επιβλεπειν επί τα1 καθ’ εκαστα, και επί τών ειδών σκοπεΐν ει εφαρμόττει ο λόγος, επειδή συνώνυμον τό είδος, εστι δε χρήσιμον τό τοιοΰτον 20 π ρος τους τιθέμενους ιδέας είναι, καθάπερ πρότερον εΐρηται. ετι ει μεταφερων εΐρηκε τοϋνομα, η αυτό αυτόν κατηγόρηκεν ως ετερον. και ει τις άλλος κοινός καί ενεργός τών τόπων ἐστί, τούτω χρηστεον.
V.	'Ότι δἐ χαλεπώτερον κατασκενάζειν η άνα-σκενάζειν όρον, εκ τών μετά ταΰτα ρηθησομενων
25 φανερόν. καί γάρ ίδεΐν αυτόν καί λαβεῖν παρά τών ερωτωμενων τάς τοιαύτας προτάσεις ούκ εύπετες, οΐον ότι τών εν τω άποδοθεντι λόγω τό μεν γένος τό δε διαφορά, καί ότι εν τω τί εστι τό γένος καί αι διαφοραί κατηγοροϋνται. άνευ δε τούtojv αδύνατον ορισμού γενεσθαι συλλογισμόν 30 el γάρ τινα καί άλλα εν τω τί εστι τοΰ πράγματος
1 τό in Bekker’s text is a misprint for τα.
° 148 a 14 if.
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the latter, then the former is also a definition of the former. The examination on the basis of the greater degree is of no use when one definition is compared with two things or two definitions with one thing ; for there cannot possibly be one definition of two things or two definitions of the same thing.
IV.	The most convenient of the commonplaces are [Note on those just mentioned and those based on co-ordinates thcfmost and inflexions. It is, therefore, particularly necessary useful to grasp these and have them ready for use ; for they piaces.j are most often useful. Of the rest you must employ those which are most widely applicable (for they are
the most efficacious of the remainder), for example, the consideration of individual cases and the examination of the species to see whether the description fits ; for the species is synonymous with its members.
Such a procedure is useful against those who assume the existence of ‘ ideas,’ as has been said before.α Further, you must see whether a term has been used metaphorically or has been predicated of itself as though it were something different. Also any other commonplace ought to be used if it is widely applicable and efficacious.
V.	That it is more difficult to construct than to [Noteson destroy a definition is obvious for reasons which are structfon to be next set forth. For oneself to discern, and to destrue-secure from those who are being questioned, the sort flnitionsand of premisses which one requires is far from easy, for ponenCt°m" example, that the constituent parts of the description par^cflni given are, firstly, genus and, secondly, differentia, uona are * and that the genus and differentiae are predicated de
in the category of essence. But without these stroyed than premisses it is impossible to reason out a definition; constructcd* for, if other things also are predicated of the thing
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κατηγορεΐται, άδηλον πότερον 6 ρηθείς η ετερος αυτόν ορισμός ἐστιν, επειδή ορισμός ἐστι λόγο? ό τό τί ήν είναι σημαίνων. δήλον δἐ και εκ τώνδε. ραον yap εν συμπεράνασθαι ή πολλά, άναιροϋντι μεν ονν άπόχρη προς εν1 διαλεγήναι (εν γάρ όποι-35 ονονν άνασκενάσαντες άνηρηκότες εσόμεθα τον όρον), κατασκενάζοντι δε πάντα ανάγκη συμβιβά-ζειν ότι υπάρχει τα εν τω opto, ετι κατασκευά-ζοντι μεν καθόλου οίστεον συλλογισμόν* δει γάρ 154 b κατά παντός ον τουνομα κατηγορεΐσθαι τον όρον, και ετι προς τούτοις άντιστρεφειν, ει μέλλει ί,'διοδ* είναι ό αποδοθείς όρος, άνασκευάζοντα δ' ονκετι ανάγκη δεΐξαι το καθόλου* άπόχρη γάρ το δεΐξαι 5 ότι ονκ αληθεύεται περί τινος των υπό τοννομα ό λόγος, ει τε καί καθόλου δεοι άνασκευάσαι, οάδ’ ως το άντιστρεφειν άναγκαΐον επί του άνασκευά-ζειν άπόχρη γάρ άνασκευάζοντι καθόλου m το δεΐζαι ότι κατά τινος ών τουνομ α κατηγορεΐται 6 λόγος ον κατηγορεΐται. το δ’ άνάπαλιν ούκ άναγκαΐον προς το δεΐζαι, ότι καθ' ών ό λόγος 10 μη κατηγορεΐται τουνομ α κατηγορεΐται. ετι ει καί παντί υπάρχει τω νπο τουνομ α, μη μόνω δε, άνηρημενος γίνεται 6 ορισμός.
*Ομοίως δε καί περί τό ίδιον καί το γένος όχει· εν άμφοτεροις γάρ άνασκενάζειν ή κατασκενάζειν 15 ραον. περί μεν ονν του ίδιον φανερόν εκ των
1 Reading with C.
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in the category of essence, it is obscure whether the description given or some other description is the definition of the thing ; for a definition is a description which signifies the essence of a thing. This is also clear from the following considerations. It is easier to come to one conclusion than to many ; when, therefore, one is destroying a definition, it is enough to argue against a single point (for, if we have destroyed any one point whatsoever, we shall have destroyed the definition), but for constructive purposes it is necessary to establish that everything in the definition is applicable. Further, for constructive purposes, reasoning of universal application must be adduced ; for the definition must be predicated of everything of which the term is predicated, and, besides this, it must be convertible, if the definition assigned is to be peculiar to the subject. On the other hand, for destructive purposes, it is no longer necessary to prove universality ; for it is enough to show that the description is untrue of some one thing which falls under the term. Also, if it were necessary to destroy the definition universally, even so there is no need for the proposition to be convertible in order to destroy it ; for it is enough, for its destruction universally, to show that the description is not predicated of any one of things of which the term is predicated ; and the converse of this is not necessary in order to show that the term is predicated of those things of which the description is not predicated. Furthermore, if it belongs to everything which falls under the term, but not to it alone, the definition is destroyed.
A similar thing happens also in respect of the pro- (l) The perty and the genus ; for in both cases to destroy is of'property6 easier than to confirm. The case of the property is and 2enus·
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€ ψημένων ως γαρ επι τό πολύ εν συμπλοκή το ’ίδιον άποδίδοτ αι, ωστ άνασκευάζειν μεν εστιν εν άνελόντα, κατασκευάζοντι δε ανάγκη πάντα συλλογίζεσθαι. σχεδόν δε και τα λοιπά πάντα, όσα προς τον ορισμόν, και προς τό ίδιον αρμόσει 20 λεγεσθαΐ’ π αντί τε γαρ δει τω νπο τοϋνομ α τον κατασκευάζοντα δεικνύναι οτ ι υπάρχει, άνασκευά-ζοντι δ’ άπόχρη ενι δεΐξαι μη ύπάρχον' ει τε και παντι υπάρχει, μη μόνω δε, καί ούτως άνεσκευα-σμενον γίνεται, καθάπερ επι του ορισμού λέγεται. περί δε τού γένους, ότι κατασκευάζειν 25 μύν ανάγκη μοναχώς παντι δείξαντα ύπάρχειν, άνασκευάζοντι δε δίχως* και γαρ ει μηδενί και ει τινι δεδεικται μη ύπάρχον, άνηρηται τό εν άρχη. ετι κατασκευάζοντι μεν ούκ άπόχρη ότι υπάρχει δεΐξαι, άλλα και διότι ως γένος υπάρχει δεικτέον* άνασκευάζοντι δ’ ικανόν τό δειξαι μη ύπάρχον η τινι 30 η παντι. εοικε δ\ ώσπερ καί εν τοΐς άλλοις τό διαφθεΐραι τού ποίησαι ραον, οϋτω και επί τούτων τό άνασκευάσαι του κατασκευάσαι.
Έτη δε τού συμβεβηκότος τό μεν καθόλου ραον άνο,σκευάζειν η κατασκευάζειν· κατασκευάζοντι μεν 35 γαρ δεικτέον ότι παντι, άνασκευάζοντι δ’ άπόχρη ενι δειξαι μη ύπάρχον. τό δ’ επι μέρους άνάπαλιν ραον κατασκευάσαι η άνασκευάσαι* κατασκευα-
α a 10 f.
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clear from what has been said ; for the property is usually assigned in a complex expression, so that it is possible to destroy it by demolishing one element in it, whereas in confirming it is necessary to establish all the elements by reasoning. Also, almost all the other things which can be said of the definition can be fittingly said of the property also ; for he who is confirming a property must show that it belongs to everything which falls under the term, whereas it is enough for destructive purposes to show that it fails to belong to one of them. Also, even it if belongs to every one of them but not exclusively, in these circumstances too the property is demolished, as was observed® about definition. As regards the genus,it is clear that there is only one course for you to follow when confirming it, namely, to show that it belongs in every ease, whereas for demolishing it there are two possible courses ; for the original assumption is destroyed both if it has been shown never to belong and also if it has been shown not to belong in a particular case. Further, in confirming a genus, it is not enough to show that it belongs, but you must also show that it belongs as a genus, whereas, in demolishing it, it suffices to show that it fails to belong either in a particular case or in every case. Indeed it looks as if just as in everything else to destroy is easier than to create, so also here to demolish is easier than to confirm.
In the case of the accident it is easier to demolish (c) Accident than confirm the universal ; for, to confirm it, you mnst show that it belongs in every case, but to stroyedjnt demolish it, it is enough to show that it does not m0re easily’ belong in a particular instance. The particular, on jf ι"®™1**1 the contrary, is easier to confirm than to demolish ; particular.
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155	a ζοντι μῖν γάρ άπόχρη Βεΐξαι τινι ύπαρχον, άνα-σκευάζοντι Βε δεικτέον οτι ούΒενί υπάρχει,.
Φανερόν Βε καί διότι πάντων ραστον όρον άνα-σκενάσ αι* πλεΐστα γαρ εν α ύτώ τα ΒεΒομεν α 5 πολλών είρημενων, εκ Βε των πλειόνων θάττον γίνεται συλλογισμός, είκός γαρ εν τοΐς πολλοΐς μάλλον η εν τοΐς όλίγοις αμάρτημα γίνεσθαι. ετι προς μεν όρον ενΒεχεται και διά των άλλων επι-χειρεΐν' είτε γαρ μη ίΒιος 6 λόγος, ειτε μη γένος τό άποΒοθεν, είτε μη υπάρχει τι των εν τω λόγω, ίο άνηρημένος γίνεται ό ορισμός· προς Βε τάλλα ούτε τα εκ των όρων ούτε τάλλα ενΒεχεται πάντ επι-χειρεΐν' μόνα γαρ τα προς τό συμβεβηκός κοινά πάντων των είρημενών εστίν. ύπάρχειν μεν γαρ Βει έκαστον των είρη μενών ει Βε μη ως ίδιον υπάρχει τό γένος, ούΒεπω άνηρηται τό γένος. 15 ομοίως Βε και τό ίδιον ούκ άναγκαΐον ως γένος, ούΒε τό συμβεβηκός ως γένος η ΐΒιον, άλλ* ύπαρ-χειν μόνον, ώστ ου Βυνατόν εκ των ετερων προς τα ετερα επιχειρεΐν άλλ* η επι του ορισμού. Βηλον οΰν ότι ραστον πάντων όρον άναιρεΐν, κατασκευα-ζειν Βε χαλεπώτατον εκεΐνά τε γαρ Βει πάντα 20 συλλογίσασθαι (καί γάρ ότι υπάρχει τα ειρημενα καί ότι γένος τό άποΒοθεν καί οτι ΪΒιος 6 λόγος), καί ετι παρά ταΰτα, ότι Βηλοΐ τό τί ην είναι ο λόγος, καί τούτο καλώς Βει πεποιηκεναι.
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for, to confirm it, it is enough to show that it belongs in one instance, but, to demolish it, you must show that it never belongs.
It is clear also that a definition is the easiest of all things to destroy ; for, since it contains many assertions, the opportunities which it offers are very numerous, and the more abundant the material, the more quickly can reasoning set to work ; for it is more likely that error should occur when the material is copious than when it is scanty. Moreover, it is possible also to attack a definition by means of the other attributesa ; for if the description is not peculiar, or if that \vhich is assigned is not genus, or if something in the description does not belong, the definition is demolished. On the other hand, against the others it is impossible to argue with all the material derived from definitions nor can the rest of the others be used ; for only those which relate to accident are common to all the said attributes. For each of the said attributes must belong to the subject, but, if the genus does not belong as a property, the genus is not yet destroyed. Similarly, too, the property does not necessarily belong as a genus, nor the accident as a genus or a property, but they may merely belong. It is, therefore, impossible to use one set against the other except where definition is concerned. It is obvious, then, that a definition is the easiest of all things to destroy but the most difficult to confirm ; for one lias to establish all the other points by reasoning (namely, that the attributes asserted belong, and that what has been assigned is a true genus, and that the description is peculiar), and, besides this, that the description shows the essence of the thing ; and this must be done properly.
(d) Definition is of all things the most easy to destroy, the most difficult to confirm.
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Τάτ d’ άλλων τό Sior μάλιστα τοιούτον άν-
αιρεατ μῖν γὰρ ραον	τα εκ πολλών ῶς εττι
±3 τό ϊγοΛν, κατασκευάζει*' όέ χαλεπώτατον, ση τε »oXU del σνμβφάσαι, καί —ρος τούτα* ση μόνα> υπάρχει καί όαπικατψ/ορεϊται τον πράγματος.
'Ρ αστόν δε πάντ α>ν κατασκεύασα* το σνμβεβη κ ος * ει μετ- 'fop τοι, άλλο*ς ον μόνον ύπαρχον, άλλα 2»> «ται οτι οντα*ς υπάρχει, δεικτέον επί δε τον σνμ-βεβψεστος, ση υπάρχει μόνον, ικανόν όεϊζαι. άνασκενάζειν όε χαλεπώτατον το σνμβεβηκός, ση ελάχιστα εν αυτώ δεόοται- ον γαρ προσ σημαίνει ει τῷ σνμάεβηκσπ πώς υπάρχει, αχττ* επί μεν τών άλλων ίκχώς εστιν άνελείν, ἡ όείζαντα ση 33 ονχ υπάρχει ἡ ση ονχ ούτως υπάρχει, επί 8ε του σνμΞεβη κστος ον κ εστιν άνελεΐν ἀλλ* ῆ όείζαντα ση ονχ υπάρχει.
Οι μεν ούν τόπο*, δι ών εύπορησομεν προς έκαστο. τώι προβλημάτων επιχειρεϊν, σχεδόν ικανώς
εβηρίθμτμται.
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Of the rest, the property most merely resembles the definition : for it is easier to destroy, because it is usually composed of a number of terms, and most difficult to confirm, because a number of points must be brought together, and. besides this, because it belongs to the subject alone and is predicated con-vertibly with it.
The accident is the easiest thing of all to confirm ; for in the other cases it must be shown not only that the attribute belongs but also that it belongs in a particular way. whereas in the case of the accident it is enough to show only that it belongs. On the other hand, the accident is most difficult to destroy, because it oilers the fewest opportunities : for in stating an accident one does not add any indication of the manner in which it belongs, so that in the other cases it is possible to destroy the statement in two wavs, bv showing either that it does not belong or that it does not belong in a particular way. but in the case of the accident it is impossible to destroy it except by showing that it does not belong.
The commonplaces which will provide us with abundant means of attacking each kind of problem have now been more or less adequately enumerated.
ζ
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(<r) Property i? the next easiest to destroy.
Φ Accident is the most difficult to destroy «xl ihe easiest to coniruu’
Θ
155 b 3 Ι. Μετά δἐ ταῦτα περί τάξεως, καί πώς δεῖ ερωτάν, λεκτεον. δεῖ δἐ πρώτον μεν ερωτηματίζειν 5 μέλλοντα τον τόπον εύρεΐν όθεν όπιχειρητεον, δεύτερον δε ερωτηματίσαι καί τάξαι καθ' εκαστα προς εαυτόν, το δἐ λοιπόν και τρίτον είπ€Ϊν ταΰτα ήδη προς ετερον. μόχρι μιν οΰν του εύρεΐν τον τόπον ομοίως του φιλοσόφου και του διαλεκτικού ή σκεφις, τό δ’ ήδη ταΰτα τάττειν και ερωτη-10 ματίζειν ίδιον του διαλεκτικού· προς ετερον γάρ παν τό τοιοΰτον, τω δε φιλοσοφώ καί ζητοΰντι καθ' εαυτόν ούδεν μέλει, εάν αληθή μεν ή και γνώριμα δι ών ο συλλογισμός, μη θή δ' αυτά ό άποκρινόμενος διά τό σύνεγγυς είναι τού εξ αρχής και προοράν τό συμβησόμενον άλλ' ίσως καν 15 σπούδασειεν ότι μάλιστα γνώριμα και σύνεγγυς είναι τα αξιώματα· εκ τούτων γάρ οι επιστημονικοί συλλογισμοί.
Τους μεν οΰν τόπους όθεν δει λαμβάνειν, εΐρηται πρότερον· περί τάξεως δε καί τού ερωτηματίσαι λεκτεον διελόμενον τάς προτάσεις, όσαι ληπτεαι
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BOOK VIII
I.	Next we must speak about arrangement and the The way to ask questions. He who is about to ask ques- ο?^ια-Ε tions must, first of all, choose the ground from which he must make his attack ; secondly, he must formu- vni): late his questions and arrange them separately in his JPjoduc· own mind ; thirdly and lastly, he must go on to address them to another person. As far as the choice of [Compari-ground goes, the philosopher and the dialectician are the philc?1 making a similar inquiry, but the subsequent arrange- ®°P^_and merit of material and the framing of questions are the lectician.] peculiar province of the dialectician ; for such a proceeding always involves a relation with another party.
On the other hand, the philosopher and individual seeker does not care if, though the premisses by means of which his reasoning proceeds are true and familiar, the answerer refuses to admit them because they are too close to the point of departure and he foresees what will result from his admission ; indeed the philosopher may perhaps even be eager that his axioms should be as familiar and as near to his starting-point as possible ; for it is of this material that scientific reasonings are constructed.
The sources from which the commonplaces should How to be derived have already been stated.® We must now question^ deal with arrangement and the framing of questions, (^chapters after having first distinguished the premisses which
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20 παρά, τάς αναγκαίας, άναγκαΐαι 8ε λέγονται δι* ών ό συλλογισμός γίνεται. αι 8ε παρά ταντας λαμβανόμεναι τετταρες είσιν ή γάρ επαγωγής χάριν τοϋ 8οθήναι το καθόλου, ή είς όγκον του Λόγου, ή προς κρύφιν του συμπεράσματος, ή προς το σαφεστερον είναι τον λόγον, παρά 8ε ταυτας 25 ου8εμίαν ληπτεον πρότασιν, αλλά 8ιά τούτων αϋξειν και ερωτηματίζειν πειρατέον. είσι δ’ αι προς κρυφιν αγώνος χάριν’ άλλ’ επει8ή πάσα ή τοιαύτη πραγματεία προς ετερόν ἐστιν, άνάγκη και ταύταις χρήσθαι.
Τός μεν οΰν αναγκαίας, δι’ ών 6 συλλογισμός, 30 ούκ ευθύς αύτάς1 προτατεον, ἀλλ* άποστατεον ότι άπωτάτω,2 οΐον μή των εναντίων άξιοΰντα την αυτήν επιστήμην, αν τοΰτο βουληται λαβεΐν, αλλά των αντικείμενων τεθεντός γάρ τούτου, και ότι των εναντίων ή αυτή συλλογιεΐται, επει8ή αντικείμενα τα εναντία, αν 8ε μή τιθή, δι’ επαγωγής 35 ληπτεον, προτείνοντα επί των κατά μέρος εναντίων. ή γάρ διά συλλογισμού ή δι’ επαγωγής τάς αναγκαίας ληπτεον, ή τάς μεν επαγωγή τάς 8ε συλλο-γισμω, όσαι δἐ λίαν προφανείς είσί, καί αύτάς προτείνοντα’ ά8ηλότερόν τε γάρ αει εν τή άπο-
156	a στάσει καί τή επαγωγή το συμβησόμενον, καί αμα
1 Inserting αύτάς with ΛΒ.
676
TOPICA, VIII. ι
have to be obtained, other than those which are (σ) Neces-necessary. What are called necessary premises are Srarul those by means of which reasoning proceeds. Those premisses. which are obtained other than these fall into four classes ; they are used either (1) for the sake of in duction, so that the universal may be granted, or (2) to add weight to the argument, or (3) to conceal the conclusion, or (4) to give greater clearness to the argument. Besides these no other premiss needs to be provided, but by means of them we must try to amplify and frame our questions. Those which are used for concealment are for contentious purposes ; but, since this kind of proceeding is always directed against another party, these also must be employed.
The necessary premisses, then, by means of which Howto reasoning proceeds, ought not to be advanced im- ^cessary mediately in their original form, but you must keep premisses. as far away from them as you can ; for example, if you wish to establish that the knowledge of contraries is the same, you should make the claim not for contraries but for opposites ; for, if this is granted, you will then argue that the knowledge of contraries is also the same, since contraries are opposites. If, on the other hand, the answerer refuses to admit this, you should then establish it by induction, making a proposition dealing with particular contraries, For you must secure the necessary premisses either by reasoning or by induction, or else partly by induction and partly by reasoning, though you can advance in their original form any premisses which are clear beyond all doubt ; for the conclusion which will follow is always less obvious when it is still far off and being reached by induction, and at the same time,
2 Reading άπωτάτω for ἀνωτάτω.
677
ARISTOTLE
τό αύτάς τάς χρησίμους προτεΐναι καί μη δυνά-μενον εκείνως λαβεῖν έτοιμον. τάς δε παρά ταντας είρημενας ληπτεον μεν τούτων χάριν, 5 εκάστη δ’ ώδε χρηστεον, επάγοντα μεν άπδ των καθ' έκαστον επί το καθόλου και των γνωρίμων επί τα άγνωστα' γνώριμα δε μάλλον τα κατά την αΐσθησιν, η απλώς η τοΐς πολλοί?. κρυπτοντα δε προσυλλογίζεσθαι δι ών 6 συλλογισμός του εζ αρχής μέλλει γίνεσθαι, και ταϋτα ως πλειστα. ίο εϊη δ’ αν τούτο, ει τις μη μόνον τάς αναγκαίας αλλά και των προς ταύτας χρησίμων τινα συλ-λογίζοιτο. ετι τα συμπεράσματα μη λέγειν, άλλ’ ύστερον άθρόα συλλογίζεσθαι' ούτω γάρ αν πορρωτάτω άποστησειε τής εξ άρχής θεσεως. καθόλου δ’ είπειν, ούτω δει έρωταν τον κρυπτικώς πυνθανόμενον, ώστ ήρωτημενου του παντός λόγου 15 και είπόντος τό συμπέρασμα ζητεΐσθαι τό διά τί. τούτο δ’ εσται μάλιστα διά τού λεχθεντος έμπροσθεν τρόπου' μόνου γάρ τού εσχάτου ρηθεν-τος συμπεράσματος άδηλον πώς συμβαίνει, διά τό μη προοράν τον άποκρινόμενον εκ τίνων συμβαίνει, μη διαρθρωθεντων τών πρότερον συλ-20 λογισμών, ήκιστα δ’ αν διαρθροΐτο 6 συλλογισμός τού συμπεράσματος μη τα τούτου λήμματα ημών τιθεντων, άλλ’ εκείνα ύφ* ών ό συλλογισμός γίνεται.
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if you cannot establish the requisite premisses in the above manner, it is still feasible to advance them in their original form. The premisses, other than How to these, already mentioned, must be established for the sake of the latter, and must each be used as fol- other than lows, namely, by induction from the particulars to the (i)eporV universal and from the known to the unknown ; and induction*. the objects of sense-perception are better known absolutely or at any rate to most people. For the con- (2) For cealment of your conclusion, you should establish by previous reasonings the premisses through which the elusion: reasoning of your original proposition is to proceed, and they should be as numerous as possible. This would best be achieved if one were to establish by reasoning not only the necessary premisses but also some of those which are requisite for obtaining them.
Further, you should not state the conclusions, but a. Postpone establish them by reasoning all at the same time at {JenUrf6" a later stage ; for them you would keep the answerer your con-as far as possible from the original proposition. To put the matter generally, he who wishes to conceal his purpose while eliciting answers should frame his questions in such a way that, when the whole argument has been the subject of questions and he has stated the conclusion, it should still be asked “ Why is it so ? ” This will be best achieved by following the above method ; for, if only the final conclusion is stated, it is not clear how it comes about, because the ansAverer cannot foresee the basis on which it rests, because the preliminary reasonings have not formed an organic whole, and the reasoning-out of the conclusion would least form an organic whole, if we set forth not the admitted premisses but only those by which the reasoning proceeds.
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Χρήσιμον δε και τό μή συνεχή τα αξιώματα λαμβάνειν εξ ών οι συλλογισμοί, ἀλλ’ εναλλάξ τό 25 προς έτερον και έτερον συμπέρασμα· τιθέμενων γάρ των οϊκείων παρ' άλληλα μάλλον τό συμ-βησόμενον εξ αυτών προφανές.
Χρή δε και όρισμώ λαμβάνειν, εφ' ών ενδέχεται, την καθόλου πρότασιν, μή επ' αυτών άλλ' επί τα>ν συστοίχων· παραλογίζονται γάρ εαυτους, όταν 30 επί συστοίχου ληφθή 6 ορισμός, ως ου τό καθόλου συγχωρούν τες, οΐον εί δέοι Λαβεῖν ότι 6 όργι-ζόμενος ορέγεται τιμωρίας διά φαινομένην ολιγωρίαν, ληφθείη δ' ή οργή όρεξις είναι τιμωρίας διά φαινομένην ολιγωρίαν δήλον γάρ οτι τούτου ληφθέντος έχοιμεν αν καθόλου δ προαιρούμεθα. 35 τοΐς δ' επ' αυτών προτείνουσι πολλάκις άνανεύειν συμβαίνει τον άποκρινόμενον διά τό μάλλον εχειν επ' αύτοΰ τήν ενστασιν, οΐον ότι 6 όργιζόμενος ου κ ορέγεται τιμωρίας· τοΐς γάρ γονεΰσιν όργι-ζόμεθα μέν, ου κ όρεγόμεθ α δέ τιμωρίας. ίσως μεν οΰν ούκ αληθής ή ενστασις- παρ' ενίων γάρ 156 b ικανή τιμωρία τό λυπήσαι μόνον και ποίησαι μεταμέλεσθαι· ου μήν άλλ' 'έχει τι πιθανόν προς τό μή δοκεΐν άλόγως άρνεΐσθαι τό προτεινόμενον. επί δε του της οργής ορισμού ούχ ομοίως ρόδιον ἐστιν εύρεΐν ενστασιν.
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It is also a useful practice not to establish the b. Vary the admitted propositions on which the reasonings are ^ch'you based in their natural order but to alternate one establish λνΐήοίι leads to one conclusion with another which arguments! leads to another conclusion ; for, if those which are closely related are set side by side with one another, the conclusion which will result from them is more clearly foreseen.
You should also, whenever possible, establish the c. Establish universal premiss in the form of a definition relating JrSmlas'Sy not to the actual terms in question but to co-ordinates a definition of them ; for people let themselves be deceived when 8 a definition is established dealing with a co-ordinate, ^inate^of imagining that they are not making the admission terra, universally. This would happen, for example, if it were necessary to establish that the angry man is desirous of revenge for a fancied slight, and it were to be established that anger is a desire for revenge for a fancied slight ; for, obviously, if this were established, we should have the universal admission which we require. On the other hand, it often happens, when people make propositions dealing with the actual term, that the answerer refuses his assent, because he objects more readily when the actual term is used, saying, for example, that the angry man is not desirous of revenge, for though we become angry with our parents, yet we are not desirous of revenge. Possibly, the objection is not a true one ; for with some people merely to cause pain and induce repentance is sufficient revenge. However, it tends to create an impression that the denial of the proposition is not unreasonable. But as regards the definition of anger it is not so easy to find an objection as in some other cases.
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’Έτι το ττ ροτ ε ίνε iv μη ως δι α ντο άλλ* άλλου 5 χάριν προτείνοντα· ευλαβούνται γάρ τα 7τ ρος την θεσιν χρήσιμα. απλώς δ* είπεΐν, οτ ι μάλιστα ποιεΐν άδηλον πότερον το προτεινόμενον η το άντικείμενον βούλεται λαβεῖν · άδηλου γάρ οντος τού προς τον λόγον χρησίμου μάλλον τό δοκοϋν αύτοις τιθεασιν.
10 ’Έτι διά της όμοιότητος πυνθάνεσθαι’ και γάρ πιθανόν και λανθάνει μάλλον τό καθόλου. οΐον οτι ώσπερ επιστήμη και άγνοια των εναντίων η αύτη, ούτω και αΐσθησις των εναντίων η αύτη, η άνάπαλιν, επειδή αΐσθησις η αύτη, καί επιστήμη, τούτο δ’ ἐστιν ομοιον επαγωγή} ου μην ταύτόν 15 γε- εκεΐ μεν γάρ από των καθ' εκαστα τό καθόλου λαμβάνεται, επι δε των όμοιων ούκ εστι τό λαμβανόμενον τό καθόλου, ύφ* ὀ πάντα τα ομαιά ἐστιν.
Δεῖ δἐ και αυτόν ποτε αύτω ενστασιν φέρειν άνυπόπτως γάρ εχουσιν οι άποκρινόνενοι προς 20 τούς δοκούντας δικαίως επιχειρεΐν. χρήσιμον δἐ και τό επιλεγειν ότι σύνηθες και λεγόμενον τό τοιούτον όκνούσι γάρ κινεΐν τό είωθός ενστασιν μη εχοντες. άμα δε και τω χρησθαι και αυτοί τοΐς τοιούτοις φυλάττονται κινεΐν αυτά. ετι τό μη σπουδάζειν, καν όλως χρήσιμον η· προς γάρ τούς 25 σπουδάζοντας μάλλον άντιτείνουσιν. και τό ως εν παραβολή προτείνειν τό γάρ δι’ άλλο προτεινό-682
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Furthermore, you should state your proposition d. Conceal as if you were doing so not for its own sake but of u?e^eCt with some other object ; for people are on the watch (cl®^^ion against what is useful for the thesis. In a word, the questioner should leave it obscure whether he wishes to establish what he is really proposing or its opposite ; for if what is useful to the argument is obscure, people are more likely to state what they really think.
Further, you should carry on your questioning by e. Secure means of similarity ; for this is a plausible method, slobby18" and the universal is less obvious. For example, you should argue that, as knowledge and ignorance of contraries is the same thing, so is the perception of contraries the same thing, or, conversely, since the perception of them is the same, so also is the knowledge. This method resembles induction but is not the same thing ; for, in induction, the universal is established from the particulars, whereas, in dealing \vith similars, what is established is not the universal under which all the similars fall.
You should, also, yourself sometimes bring an/. Various objection against yourself; for answerers are un- vices ^^. suspicious when dealing with those who appear to self-objec-them to be arguing fairly. It is useful also to add : fScnceand “ Such and such a view is that generally held and expressed ” ; for people shrink from trying to upset tion. customary opinions unless they have some objection to bring, and they are wary of trying to upset them at the same time as they are themselves also making use of such things. Further, you should not be too zealous, even though it is entirely to your advantage to be so ; for people offer more opposition to the zealous. Further, you should put forward your proposition as if it were an illustration ; for people
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μενον καί μη δι* αύτο χρήσιμον τιθεασι μάλλον, ετι μη α ύτο προτείνειν ο δεῖ ληφθήν αι, ἀλλ’ ῴ τούτο επεται ανάγκης’ μάλλον τε γάρ συγ-χωροΰσι δια, τό ρ,η ομοίως εκ τούτου φανερόν 30 είναι το συμβησόμενον, καί ληφθεντος τούτου εϊληττται κάκεινο. και το επ' εσχατιό ερωτάν ο μάλιστα βούλεται λαβεῖν μάλιστα γάρ τα πρώτα άνανεύονσι διά το τούς πλείστονς των ερωτώντων πρώτα λέγειν περί α μάλιστα σπονδάζουσιν. προς εν ιον ς δε πρώτα τα τοιαΰτα προτείνε ιν οι γάρ 35 δύσκολοι τά πρώτα μάλιστα συγχωροΰσιν, αν μη παντελώς φανερόν η το συμβησομενον, επί τελευτής δε δυσκολαίνουσιν. ομοίως δε καί οσοι οϊονται δριμεΐς είναι εν τω άποκρίνεσθαι· θεντες γάρ τά πλεῖστα επι τέλους τερθρεύονται ως ου συμ-βαίνοντος εκ τών κείμενων τιθεασι δἐ προχείρως,
157	a πιστεύοντες τη εξει και ύπολαμβάνοντες ονδεν
πείσεσθαι. ετι το μηκύνειν και παρεμβάλλειν τά μηδέν χρήσιμα προς τον λόγον, καθάπερ οι φευδογραφουντες· πολλών γάρ οντων άδηλον εν όποίω το φενδος. διά και λανθάνονσιν ενίοτε οι 5 ερωτώντες εν παραβύστω προστιθεντες α καθ' αυτά προτε ινόμενα ον κ αν τεθείη.
Έίς μεν οΰν κρύφιν τοΐς είρημενοις χρηστεον, εις 684
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more readily admit what is proposed for some other purpose and is not useful for its own sake. Further, you should not put forward the actual proposition which has to be established, but something from which it necessarily follows ; for people are more likely to concede the latter because what will ίοΐίολν from it is less obvious, and when it has been established, the other has also been established. Also you should keep for the last question the point which you most wish to establish ; for people are most apt to deny the first questions asked because most questioners put first the points on which they set most store. But in dealing with some people you should put forward such propositions first ; for bad-tempered people most readily concede the first points, if what is going to result is not absolutely obvious, and indulge their bad temper at the end. Something of the same kind occurs with those who think that they are clever at answering ; for, after admitting most of the points, they finally indulge in quibbling, saying that the conclusion does not result from what has been admitted, yet they make admissions readily, trusting to their habitual practice and conceiving that they will suffer no defeat. Further, it is a good thing to prolong the argument and to introduce into it points which are of no practical good, just as those do who construct false geometrical figures ; for, when the material is abundant, it is less obvious where the fallacy lies. It is for this reason also that those who are asking questions escape detection by introducing in a hole-and-corner fashion things which, if proposed separately, would not be. admitted.
For concealing your purpose, then, the above (3) For mentioned methods should be used ; for ornament, ornament·
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δἐ κόσμον επαγωγή καί διαιρέσει των συγγενών. ή μεν ουν επαγωγή όποιον τί ἐστι δῆλον, τό δἐ διαιρεϊσθαι τοιοΰτον οΐον ότι επιστήμη επιστήμης ίο βελτίων ή τω ακριβέστερα είναι ή τω βελτιόνων, και ότι των επιστημών αι μεν θεωρητικαί αι δε πρακτικοί αι δἐ ποιητικοί. των γάρ τοιουτων έκαστον συνεπικοσμεΐ μεν τον λόγον, ούκ αναγκαία δε ρηθήναι προς το συμπέρασμα.
Ει? δἐ σαφήνειαν παραδείγματα και παράβολος 15 οίστεον, παραδείγματα δἐ οικεία και εξ ών ΐσμεν, οΐα *Όμηρος, μη οΐα Χοιρίλος· ουτω γάρ αν σαφέστερου εΐη το προτεινόμενον.
II.	Ύ^ρηστεον δ’ εν τω διαλεγεσθαι τω μεν συλλογισμω προς τούς διαλεκτικούς μάλλον ή 20 προς τούς πολλούς, τή δ' επαγωγή τουναντίον προς τούς πολλούς μάλλον εΐρηται δ* υπέρ τούτων καί πρότερον. εστι δἐ επ* ενίων μεν επάγοντα δυνατόν ερωτήσαι τό καθόλου, επ' ενίων δ9 ου ρόδιον διά τό μη κεΐσθαι ταΐς όμοιότησιν όνομα πάσαις κοινόν άλλ' όταν δεη τό καθόλου λαβεῖν, ούτως επί πάντων των τοιουτων φασίν τούτο 25 δἐ διορίσαι των χαλεπωτάτων, όποια των προ-φερομενων τοιαυτα καί ποια ου. καί παρά τούτο πολλάκις άλλήλους παρακρουονται κατά τούς λόγους, οι μεν φάσκοντες όμοια είναι τα μη όντα ομοια, οι δ’ άμφισβητοΰντες τα ομοια μη είναι όμοια, διό πειρατέον επί πάντων των τοιουτων 30 όνοματοποιεΐν αυτόν, όπως μήτε τω άποκρινομενω
α An epic poet of Iasos in Asia Minor who attached himself to Alexander the Great (Horace, A.P. 357, Epp. ii. 1. 233).
b 105 a 16-19.
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you should employ induction and the distinction of things of a closely similar kind. What induction is, is obvious ; distinction is attained by statements such as that one science is better than another, either because it is more exact or because it is concerned with better objects, and that some sciences are theoretical, others practical and others creative. Every distinction of this kind helps to adorn your argument, though its introduction is not necessary to the conclusion.
For clearness, examples and illustrations should be adduced, the examples being to the point and drawn from things which are familiar to us, of the kind which Homer uses and not of the kind that Choerilus a employs ; for thus the proposition would be rendered clearer.
II. In dialectical argument, the syllogism should be used against dialecticians rather than against the multitude ; on the contrary, induction should rather be used against the multitide ; this matter has been dealt with before.6 When you are using induction, it is possible sometimes to put the question in a general form, but sometimes it is not easy to do so, because there is no common term laid down which applies to all the similarities ; but, when it is necessary to establish the universal, people use the expression “ So in all cases of this kind.” But it is one of the most difficult of tasks to define which of the terms proposed are ‘ of this kind ’ and which are not. Because of this, people often mislead one another in their discussions, some alleging that things are similar which are not similar, others arguing that similar things are not similar. Therefore, you must try to invent a term which will apply to all things of a certain kind, in order that it may be impossible
G87
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εξή άμφισβητεΐν ως ούχ ομοίως τό επιφερόμενον λέγεται, μήτε τω έρωτώντι συκοφαντεΐν ως ομοίως λεγομένου, επειδή πολλά των ούχ ομοίως λεγομένων ομοίως φαίνεται λέγεσθαι.
'Όταν δ’ επάγοντος επί πολλών μη δίδω τό 35 καθόλου, τότε δίκαιον άπαιτεΐν ένστασιν. μη είπόντα δ' αυτόν επί τίνων ούτως, ου δίκαιον άπαιτεΐν επί τίνων ούχ ούτως· δει γάρ έπάγοντα πρότερον οϋτω την ένστασιν άπαιτεΐν. άξιωτέον τε τάς ενστάσεις μη επ' αύτοΰ του προτεινομένου φέρειν, εάν μη εν μόνον η τό τοιοϋτον, καθάπερ 157 b ἣ δυάς των άρτιων μόνος άριθμός πρώτος· δει γάρ τον ενι στάμενον εφ* ετέρου την ένστασιν φέρειν, η λέγειν ότι τούτο μόνον τοιοϋτο. προς δἐ τού? ένισταμένους τω καθόλου, μη εν αύτώ δέ την ένστασιν φέροντας α Λλ’ εν τω όμωνυμω, οΐον 5 ότι έχοι αν τις τό μη αύτοΰ χρώμα η πόδα η χ€Ϊρα (έχοι γάρ αν ό ζωγράφος χρώμα καί ο μάγειρος πόδα τον μη α ύτοΰ) δι ελόμ€νον οΰν επί τών τοιουτων ερωτητέον λανθανουσης γάρ της ομωνυμίας εΰ δόξει ενστηναι τη προτάσει. εάν δέ μη εν τω όμωνυμω άλλ' εν αύτώ ενιστάμενος ίο κωλυη την έρώτησιν, άφαιρουντα δει εν ω η ένστασις προτείνειν τό λοιπόν καθόλου ποιοΰντα, έως αν λάβης1 τό χρήσιμον, οΐον επί τής λήθης 1 Reading λάβ^ς with C.
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either for the answerer to argue that what is being proposed is not used similarly, or for the questioner falsely to represent it as used similarly when it is not so, since many things seem to be used similarly when they are not really so.
When one makes an induction on the basis of a number of particulars and the answerer refuses to admit the universal, one is justified in demanding his objection. If, on the other hand, one has not oneself stated the cases in which something is so, one is not justified in demanding from him the cases in which it is not so ; one ought to make the induction first and then demand the objection. Also, one ought to demand that objections should not be brought against the actual thing proposed unless it is the only one thing of its kind, as, for example, two is the only even number which is a prime number ; for the objector ought either to make his objection \vith regard to another instance or else assert that the instance in question is the only one of its kind. When people object to a universal proposition, bringing their objection not against the thing itself but against something homonymous with it—saying, for example, that a man could not have a colour or a foot or a hand which was not his own (for a painter could have a colour and a cook could have a foot which was not his own)—you should make a distinction in such cases and then ask your question ; for, if the homonym is not exposed, the objection to the proposition will appear valid. If, however, he stops your questioning by objecting not to a homonym but to the thing itself, you should omit the point to which the objection is made and bring· forward the remainder, putting it in the form of a universal, until you have got what you require. For
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καί του επιΧεΧησθαΐ' ου γάρ συγχωροϋσ ι τον άποβεβΧηκότα επιστήμην επιΧεΧησθαι, διότι μετα-7Τ€σόντος του πράγματος άποβεβΧηκε μεν την επιστήμην, επιΧεΧησται 8* ου. ρητεον οΰν άφε-15 λάντα εν ω η ενστασις το Χοιπόν, οΐον εΐ διαμε-νοντος του πράγματος άποβεβΧηκε την επιστήμην, διότι επιΧεΧησται. ομοίως δε καί προς τούς ενιστα μένους διότι τω μείζονι άγαθω μεΐζον άντίκειται κακόν· προφερουσι γάρ ότι τη ύγιεία, εΧάττονι όντι άγαθω της ευεξίας, μεΐζον κακόν 20 άντίκειται· την γάρ νόσον μεΐζον κακόν είναι της καχεξίας, άφαιρετεον οΰν και επι τούτου εν ω η ενστασις■ άφαιρεθεντος γάρ μάΧΧον αν θείη, οΐον ότι τω μείζονι άγαθω μεΐζον κακόν άντικει-ται, εάν μη συνεπιφερη θάτερον θάτερον, καθάπερ η ευεξία την ύγίειαν. ου μόνον δ* ενισταμενου 25 τούτο ποιητεον, άΧΧά καν άνευ ενστάσεως άρνηται διά τό προοραν τι των τοιούτων άφαιρεθεντος γάρ εν ω η ενστασις, άναγκασθήσεται τιθεναι διά τό μη προοραν εν τω Χοιπω επι τίνος ούχ ούτως’ εάν δε μη τιθη, άπαιτ ου μένος ενστασιν ου μη εχη άποδοΰναι. είσι δε τοιαΰται των προτάσεων 30 αι επι τι μεν φευδεΐς επι τι δ* άΧηθεΐς· επι τούτων γάρ εστιν άφεΧόντα τό Χοιπόν άΧηθες καταΧιπεΐν. 690
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example, in the case of forgetfulness and having forgotten, people do not concede that the man who has lost the knowledge of something has forgotten it, because, if the thing changes, he has lost knowledge of it but has not forgotten it. You must, therefore, omit the point to which the objection is made and assert the remainder, saying, for example, that if he has lost the knowledge of the thing while it still remains, he has then forgotten it. You must deal similarly with those who object to the statement that a greater evil is the opposite of the greater good ; for they advance the argument that health, which is a lesser good than sound bodily condition, has a greater evil as its opposite, since disease is a greater evil than unsound bodily condition. You must, therefore, omit in this instance also the point to which the objection is made ; for, if this is omitted, your opponent would more readily make an admission such as that “ the greater evil is the opposite of the greater good, unless one good entails the other also,” as sound bodily condition entails health. This course should be followed, not only when he offers an objection, but also if he denies your proposition without making an objection, because he foresees something of this kind ; for, if that to which the objection is made is omitted, he λνϋΐ be forced to admit your proposition because he cannot foresee any case in which it is not true in the future course of the argument. If he does not admit it, he will be quite unable to assign an objection when asked to do so. Propositions of this kind are those which are partly false and partly true. In dealing \vith these it is possible to omit something and leave the remainder true. If you make a proposition based on
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εάν δ* ἐςτί πολλών προτείνοντος μἡ Φ^ρη Ζνστασιν, άξιωτεον τιθεναι· διαλεκτική γάρ ἐστι πρότασις προς ην ούτως επι πολλών εχουσαν μη εστιν ενστασις.
"Οταν δ’ ενδεχηται το αυτό άνευ τε του αδυνάτου 35 και διά του αδυνάτου συλλογίσασθαι, άποδεικνυντι μ€ν και μη διαλεγομενω ούδεν διαφέρει ούτως η εκείνως συλλογίσ ασθαι, δια λεγομενω δἐ προ? άλλον ου χρηστεον τω διά του αδυνάτου συλλογισμό). άνευ μεν γάρ του αδυνάτου συλλογισα-μένω ούκ εστιν άμφισβητεΐν· ὁταυ δἐ τό αδύνατον
158	a συλλογίσηται, αν μὴ λίαν ἡ περιφανές φεΰδος ον,
ούκ αδύνατόν φασιν είναι, ώστ ου γίνεται τοΐς ερωτώσιν ο βούλονται.
Δεῖ δἐ προτείνειν οσα επι πολλών μεν ούτως εχει, ενστασις δε η όλως μη εστιν η μη επιπολης 5 τό συνιδεῖν · μη δυνάμενοι γάρ συνοράν εφ* ὧν ούχ ούτως, ως αληθές ον τιθεασιν.
Οι) δεῖ δἐ τό συμπέρασμα ερώτημα ποιεΐν ει δἐ μη, άνανεύσαντος ου δοκεΐ γεγονέναι συλλογισμός. πολλάκις γάρ και μη ερωτώντος άλλ* ίο ως συμβαίνον επιφεροντος άρνοϋνται, και τούτο ποιοΰντες ου δοκοΰσιν ελεγχεσθαι τοΐς μη συνο-ρώσιν οτι συμβαίνει εκ τών τεθεντων. όταν οΰν μηδε φησας συμβαίνειν ερώτηση, 6 δ’ άρνηθη, παντελώς ου δοκεΐ γεγονέναι συλλογισμός.
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a number of instances and he offers no objection, you must claim that he admits it; for a dialectical proposition is one which thus rests on a number of instances and against which there is no objection.
When it is possible to establish the same point either without or by means of the impossible, if one perim-is demonstrating and not arguing dialectically, it p0SSlble· does not matter \vhether one reasons by the former or the latter method ; but if one is arguing dialectically with another person, reasoning by means of the impossible must not be employed. For if one has reasoned without the impossible, no dispute can arise ; blit when one establishes the impossible by reasoning, unless the fallacy is too obvious, people declare that there is no impossibility, so that the questioners do not achieve their object.
One ought to advance all the propositions which are true in a number of instances and to which there is no objection at all, or at any rate none to be seen on the surface ; for if men can see no instances in which the proposition does not hold good, they admit it as true.
One ought not to put the conclusion in the form (e) Various of a question ; otherwise one’s opponent shakes his tior^onlhe' head and the reasoning appears to have been un- putting of successful. For often, even if one does not put it in the form of a question but advances it as a consequence, people deny it, and by so doing avoid appearing to be refuted in the eyes of those who fail to see that the conclusion follows from the admissions which have been made. Whenever, therefore, one puts the conclusion in the form of a question, without even saying that it follows as a consequence, and the other party denies it, the reasoning has the appearance of hating failed utterly.
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Ου δοκεῖ δε παν το καθόλου διαλεκτική πρό-15 τάσι? είναι οΐον τί ἐστιν άνθρωπος, η ποσαχώς λεγεται τάγαθόν; εστι γάρ πρότασις διαλεκτική προς ην εστιν άποκρίνασθαι ναι ἣ οὑ* προς δε τάς είρημενας ούκ εστιν. διό ου διαλεκτικά εστι τα τοιαΰτα των ερωτημάτων, αν μη αυτός διόρισα? η διελόμένος εϊπη, οΐον άρά γε τάγαθόν ούτως 20 η ούτως λεγεται; προς γάρ τα τοιαΰτα ραδία η άπόκρισις η καταφησαντι η άποφησαντί, διό πειρατέον οΰτω προτείνειν τάς τοιαυτας των προτάσεων. άμα δε και δίκαιον ίσως παρ' εκείνου ζητεΐν ποσαχώς λεγεται τάγαθόν, όταν αύτοΰ διαιρούμενου καί προτείνοντος μηδαμώς συγχωρη.
25 "Όστι? δ* ενα λόγον πολυν χρόνον έρωτα, κακώς πυνθάνεται. ει μεν γάρ άποκρινομενου του ερω-τωμενου τό ερωτώμενον, δηλον ότι πολλά ερωτήματα έρωτα η πολλάκις τ αυτά, ώστε η α δολεσχεΐ η ούκ εχει συλλογισμόν* εξ ολίγων γάρ πας συλλογισμός* ει δε μη άποκρινομενου, διά τί1 ούκ 30 επίτιμα η άφίσταται;
III.	Έστι δ’ επιχειρεΐν τε χαλεπόν καί ύπεχειν ρόδιον τάς αύτάς υποθέσεις, εστι δε τοιαΰτα τα τε φύσει πρώτα καί τα έσχατα. τα μεν γάρ πρώτα όρου δεΐται, τα δ’ έσχατα διά πολλών 35 περαίνεται βουλομενω τό συνεχές λαμβάνειν άπό 1 Reading διά τί for ὅτι.
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It is generally agreed that not every universal can form a dialectical proposition, for example “ What is man ? ” or “ In Avhat various senses can ‘ the good ' be used ? ” For a dialectical proposition is one to which it is possible to answer ‘ yes ’ or ‘ no,’ whereas to the above questions this is impossible. Therefore such questions are not dialectical unless the questioner himself makes divisions or distinctions before he asks them, saying, for example, “ Is ‘ the good ’ used in this or in that sense ? ” To such questions the answer can easily be given by affirmation or denial.
So you must try to advance such propositions in this form. At the same time it is also perhaps justifiable to inquire from the answerer what are the various senses in which ‘ the good ’ is used, when you heave yourself distinguished and formulated them, and he absolutely refuses to agree.
Anyone who goes on asking one question for a long time is a bad interrogator. For, if the person questioned keeps on answering his question, obviously he asks a number of questions or asks the same thing time after time, so that either lie is babbling or else he has no reasoned argument to offer ; for reasoning is always based on a few premisses only. On the other hand, if he goes on asking questions because the other party does not answer, why does he not reprove him or else stop asking questions ?
III. The same hypotheses may be both difficult [Notes on to attack and easy to defend. Both things which are degrees of by nature primary and things which are by nature difficulty in ultimate are of this kind. For things which are pri- arguments: mary require definition and things which are ulti- ^iciare3 mate are reached by many stages if one wishes to primary establish a continuous train of proof from primary a?e intimate
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τών πρώτων, ή σοφισματώδη φαίνεται τα επιχειρήματα’ αδύνατον γάρ άποδεΐζαί τι μη άρζά-μενον από των οικείων αρχών και συνείραντα μέχρι των εσχάτων.	όρίζεσθ αι μεν ονν ουτ
άξιοΰσιν οι άποκρινόμενοι, οντ αν ό ερωτών όρί-ζηται προσέχουσιν μη γενομενου δε φανερού τί 158 b ποτ* εστι τό προκείμενον, ου ρόδιον επιχειρεΐν. μάλιστα δε τό τοιοΰτον περί τάς άρχάς συμβαίνει* τα μεν γάρ άλλα διά τούτων δείκνυται, ταΰτα δ* ούκ ενδεχεται δι* ετερων, άλλ’ άναγκαΐον όρισμω των τοιουτων έκαστον γνώριζειν.
5 ’Έστι δε δυσεπιχείρητα καί τα λίαν εγγύς της άρχης- ου γάρ ενδέχεται πολλούς προς αυτά λόγους πορίσασθ αι, ολίγων ον των των άνά μέσον αύτοΰ τε και τής αρχής, δι* ών ανάγκη δείκννσθαι τά μετά ταΰτα. των δε ορών δυσεπιχειρητότατοι πάντων είσίν όσοι κέχρηνται τοιουτοις όνόμασιν, ίο α πρώτον μεν άδηλά ἐστιν είτε απλώς είτε πολ-λαχώς λέγεται, προς δε τοντοις μηδε γνώριμα πότερον κυρίως ή κατά μεταφοράν υπό του όρισα-μένου λέγεται, διά μεν γάρ τό άσαφή είναι ου κ εχει επιχειρήματα, διά δε τό άγνοεΐσθαι ει παρά τό κατά μεταφοράν λέγεσθαι τοιαΰτ έστίν, ούκ 15 έχει έπιτίμησιν.
νΟλα>9 δε παν πρόβλημα, όταν ή δυσεπιχείρητον, ή όρου δεΐσθαι ύποληπτέον, ή τών πολλαχώς ή τών κατά μεταφοράν είναι λεγομένων, ή ου πόρρω 696
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principles, or else the arguments have the appearance are^diffieiilt of being sophistical; for it is impossible to demon- overthrow strate anything without starting from the appropriate	to
first principles and keeping up a connected argument until ultimate principles are reached. Now those who arc being questioned do not want to give definitions nor do they take any notice if the questioner gives them ; and yet it is difficult to argue if what is proposed is not made clear. This kind of thing is most likely to happen in the matter of first principles ; for, whereas it is through them that everything else is made clear, they cannot be made clear through anything else, but everything of that kind must be made known by definition.
Things which lie very close to a first principle are φ) Infer-also difficult to attack ; for it is not possible to supply many arguments against them, since the stages very near a between them and the first principle, through which cipieare" it is necessary to prove what is to follow, are few. difficult; to Of definitions the most difficult to attack are those which employ terms about which, firstly, it is not clear whether they are used in one sense only or in several senses, and, besides this, it is not known whether they are used in their original sense or metaphorically by the framer of the definition. For, because of their obscurity, they do not offer points of attack, and, because one does not know whether they are obscure from being used metaphorically, they do not offer matter for criticism.
To speak generally, any problem, when it proves (C) Various difficult to attack, may be supposed either to require wh?chltieS definition, or to be one of those which bear several hinder the meanings or are couched in metaphorical language, 0f an or else to be not far removed from first principles ; opponent-
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τών αρχών, η διά τό μη φανερόν είναι πρώτον 20 ἡμῖν τοΰτ αυτό, κατά τινα ποτέ τών είρημένων τρόπον ἐστίν ο την απορίαν παρέχεται' φαν€ροΰ γάρ οντος τον τρόπον δηλον ότι η όρίζεσθαι αν δέοι η διαιρεΐσθαι η τάς άνά μέσον προτάσεις πορίζεσθαι* διά τοὑταιν γάρ δείκννται τα 'έσχατα.
Πολλαῖς· τε τῶν θέσ€ων μη καλώς αποδιδομένον 25 του όρισμον ον ρόδιον διαλέγεσθαι και έπιχειρεΐν, οΐον ποτερον έν ένι έναντίον η πλείω· όρισθέντων δ ἐ τών έναντίων κατά τρόπον ρόδιον σνμβιβόσαι πότερον ενδέχεται πλείω τω αντώ είναι έναντία η ον. τον αντόν δε τρόπον και επί τών άλλων τών όρισμοΰ δεομένων. εοικε δε και έν τοΐς 30 μαθημασιν 'ένια δι* όρισμον ελλειφιν ον ραδίως γρόφεσθ αι, οΐον και ότι ή παρά την πλενράν τέμνονσα τό επίπεδον ομοίως διαιρεί την τε γραμμήν και το χωρίον. του δε όρισμοΰ ρηθέντος ενθέως φανερόν τό λεγόμενον· την γάρ αυτήν ανταναίρεσιν 'έχει τα χωρία και αι γραμμαί' έστι 35 δ* ορισμός του αυτόν λόγον οντος, απλώς δε τα πρώτα τών στοιχείων τιθεμένων μεν τών ορισμών, οΐον τί γραμμή και τί κύκλος, ραστα δειζαι, πλην ον πολλά γε προς έκαστον έστι τούτων έπιχειρεΐν διά τό μη πολλά τα άνά μέσον είναι· αν δε μη τιθώνται οι τών αρχών ορισμοί, χαλεπόν, τάχα δ*
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or it may be because at first this point is not clear to us, namely, in which of the above-mentioned ways the cause of our difficulty arises ; for, when the manner in which it arises is plain, it is obvious that it would be necessary either to give a definition, or to make a distinction, or to supply the intervening premisses ; for it is by these means that the ultimate conclusions are shown.
There are many theses which are not easily dis- (d) pin\-cussed and dealt with unless the definition is correctly culties
nr*	τι	.ιτ	J lrt>m a
assigned, tor example, the question whether one badly thing has one contrary or many. If a proper defini- definition? tion has been given of ‘ contraries,’ it is easy to make people see whether the same thing can have more than one contrary or not. The other terms which need definition can be dealt with in the same way. It seems likely that in mathematics also the construction of geometrical figures is sometimes rendered difficult through lack of definition, for example, in the proof that the line cutting the superficies parallel to the side of a parallelogram divides both the line and the area ‘ similarly.’ a If the definition of ‘ similarly ’ is stated, the meaning immediately becomes clear ; for the areas and lines undergo the same corresponding diminution, and this is the definition of ‘ in the same ratio.’ To speak generally, it is very easy to make clear the most primary of the elementary principles, such as the meaning of a line or a circle, if their definitions are laid down, except that it is not possible to advance numerous arguments about any one of them because the intervening stages are not many. If, however, the definitions of the first principles are not laid down, it is difficult and perhaps
a This is intepreted in 1. 35 to mean ‘ in the same ratio.’
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159 a ολως αδύνατον, ομοίως δε τούτους καί επί των κατά τους λόγους εχει.
Oϋκουν δεῖ λανθάνειν, όταν δυσεπιχείρητος η ή θεσις, οτ υ πεπονθε τι των είρη μενών, όταν δ* 5 η προς το αξίωμα καί την πρότασιν μεΐζον εργον διαλεγήναι η την θεσιν, διαπορήσειεν αν τις πο-τερον θετεον τα τοιαΰτα η ου. ει γάρ μη θήσει άλλ* αξιώσει και προς τούτο διαλεγεσθαι, μεΐζον προστάξει τοΰ εν αρχή κείμενου· ει δε θήσει, πιστεύσει εξ ήττον πιστών. ει μεν οΰν δει μη ίο χαλεπώτερον το πρόβλημα ποιεΐν, θετεον, ει δἐ διά γνωριμωτερων συλλογίζεσθαι, ου θετεον· ἣ τω μεν μανθάνοντι ου θετεον, αν μη γνωριμώτερον ή, τω δε γυμναζόμενα) θετεον, αν αληθές μόνον φαίνηται. ώστε φανερόν οτι ούχ ομοίως ερωτώντί τε και διδάσκοντι άξιωτεον τιθεναι.
15 IV. Πω? μεν οΰν ερωτηματίζειν και τάττειν δεΐ, σχεδόν ικανό τα είρη μένα- περί δ’ άποκρίσεως πρώτον μεν διοριστεον τί ἐστιν εργον τοΰ καλώς άπο κρίνο μενού, καθάπερ του καλώς ερωτώντος. εστι δε τοΰ μεν ερωτώντος τό ούτως επαγαγεΐν τον λόγον ώστε ποίησαι τον άποκρινόμενον τα 20 άδοξότατα λέγειν τών διά την θεσιν αναγκαίων, τοΰ δ’ άποκρινομενου τό μη δι αυτόν φαίνεσθαι συμβαίνειν τό αδύνατον ή τό παράδοξον, άλλα διά
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wholly impossible. There is a close resemblance between dialectical and geometrical processes.	^ Should
We must then carefully note that, when a thesis assump-is hard to deal with, it is because one of the above- j^de^vhich mentioned circumstances a has arisen in connexion are more with it. When, however, it is a harder task to discuss thafn the the assumed principle which forms the premiss than thesis the thesis, one might well doubt whether such assump-1SL tion should be made or not. For if your opponent λνίΐΐ not admit the assumption and is going to demand that you shall discuss it as well, he will be prescribing a greater task than was originally proposed, whereas, if he is going to admit the assumption, he will be founding his belief on a less credible basis. If, therefore, one ought not to increase the difficulty of the problem, the admission ought to be made ; but, if one ought to reason through premisses which are more certain, it should not be made, or, to put the matter differently, one who is seeking knowledge ought not to make the admission unless it is more certain than the conclusion, but he who is only practising discussion ought to make the admission if it merely appears to be true. It is clear, then, that a mere questioner and a man who is imparting knowledge have not the same right to claim an admission.
IV.	The formulation and arrangement of questions How to have now been more or less adequately treated. As q^S^ons. regards answering, the function of the good answerer The roles of must first be defined, as also that of the good ques- 2ndSti°Uer tioner. The function of the questioner is so to direct answerer· the discussion as to make the answerer give the most paradoxical replies that necessarily result because of the thesis. The function of the answerer is to make it seem that the impossible or paradoxical is not his
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την θεσιν' ere ρα γαρ Ισως αμαρτία το θεσθαι πρώτον ο μη δεῖ καί το θεμενον μη φυλάξαι κατά τρόπον.
25 V. Έπει δ* ἐστιν αδιόριστα τοις γυμνασίας καί πείρας ένεκα τους λόγους ποιούμενοι?· (ου γαρ οί αυτοί σκοποί τοΐς διδάσκουσιν η μανθάνουσι καί τοΐς άγωνιζομενοις, ουδέ τούτοις τε και τοΐς διατρίβουσι μετ άλληλων σκεφεως χάριν. τω μεν γαρ μανθάνοντι θετεον αει τα δοκουντα* καί 30 γαρ οἀδ’ επιχειρεί φεΰδος ούδείς διδάσκειν' των δ’ άγωνιζομενων τον μεν ερωτώντα φαίνεσθαί τι δεῖ ποιεΐν πάντως, τον δ* άποκρινόμενον μηδέν φαίνεσθαί πάσχειν εν δε ταΐς διαλεκτικαΐς συνόδοις τοΐς μη άγώνος χάριν άλλα πείρας καί σκεφεως τούς λόγους ποιουμενοις ου διηρθρωταί πω τίνος 35 δεῖ στοχάζεσθαι τον άποκρινόμενον και όποια διδόναι και ποΐα μη προς το καλώς η μη καλώς φυλάττειν την θεσιν)' επει οΰν ούδεν εχομεν παραδεδομενον υπ* άλλων, αυτοί τι πειραθώμεν είπεΐν.
’Ανάγκη δη τον άποκρινόμενον ύπεχειν λόγον θεμενον ήτοι ένδοξον η άδοξον θεσιν η μηδετερον, 159 b καί ήτοι απλώς ένδοξον η άδοξον η ώρισμενως, οΐον τώδί τινι η αύτώ η άλλω. διαφέρει δ’ οάδἐυ όπωσοΰν ενδόξου η άδοξου ούσης’ ό γαρ αυτός τρόπος εσται του καλώς άποκρίνεσθαι, και δούναι η μη δούναι το ερωτηθεν. άδοξου μεν οΰν ούσης 702
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fault but is due to the thesis ; for, possibly, to lay down the wrong thesis originally is a different kind of mistake from not maintaining it properly after one has laid it down.
V.	Now since there are no definite principles for [Xot^on^ those who discuss for the sake of practice and experi- of definite ment—for those who teach or learn and those who ^cmSons compete with one another have not the same aim, held for and the aim of the latter differs from that of those expert&n<l who discuss for the sake of inquiry ; for he who is ment.] learning must always state what he thinks, since no one even attempts to teach a lie ; on the other hand, when men are competing with one another, the questioner must by some means or other appear to be producing some effect, while the answerer must appear to be unaffected ; but in meetings held for discussion, where the disputants argue not in competition but for the sake of experiment and inquiry, no formal rules have yet been laid down as to the aim which the answerer ought to seek and Avhat sort of things he must offer and what not, so as to maintain his thesis properly or otherwise—since, then, we have no traditions handed down by others, let us try to say something ourselves on the subject.
The answerer must of necessity carry on the argu- The ment by taking up a position which is either gener- procure
ally accepted, or generally rejected, or neither depends on
J . ι r	· . ι	v.· κ’·	. j	the nature
accepted nor rejected, or which is accepted or re-(a) of his
jected either absolutely or conditionally, for instance ^hicimay by some particular person or by the speaker himself be either or by someone else. But the way in which it is accepted or rejected makes no difference ; for the proper mode of answering will be the same, namely, to accede to or reject what has been asked. If the
703
ARISTOTLE
159 b
5 της θέσεως ένδοξον ανάγκη τδ συμπέρασμα γίνεσθαι, ένδοξου δ’ άδοξον τδ γάρ άντικείμενον αει τη θέσει δ ερωτών συμπεραίνεται, ει δἐ μητ άδοξον μητ ένδοξον τδ κείμενον, και τδ συμπέρασμα εσται τοιοΰτον. έπεί δ’ δ καλώς συλλο-γι ζδμενος εξ ενδοξοτέρων και γνωριμωτέρων τδ προβληθέν άποδείκνυσι, φανερδν ως άδοξου μεν ίο οντος απλώς του κειμένου ου δοτέον τω άποκρινο-μένω οϋθ'* δ μη δοκεΐ απλώς, ουθ* ὀ δοκέ ι μεν ηττον δε του συμπεράσματος δοκεΐ. άδοξου γάρ οϋσης της θέσεως ένδοξον τδ συμπέρασμα, ώστε δει τα λαμβανόμενα ένδοξα πάντ είναι καί μάλλον ένδοξα τοΰ προκειμένου, ει μέλλει διά τών γνωρι-15 μωτέρων τδ ηττον γνώριμον περαίνεσθαι. ώστ ει τι μη τοιουτδν ἐστι τών έρωτωμένων, ου θετέον τω άποκρινομένω. ει δ’ ένδοξος απλώς η θέσις, δηλον οτ ι τδ συμπέρασμα απλώς άδοξον. θετέον οΰν τά τε δοκοΰντα πάντα, και τών μη δοκουντων δσα ηττδν ἐστιν άδοξα τοΰ συμπεράσματος· 20 ίκανώς γάρ αν δόξειε διειλέχθαι. δμοίως δἐ ει μητ’ άδοξος μητ ένδοξος ἐστιν ή θέσις· και γάρ 704
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position taken up by the answerer is one which is generally rejected, the conclusion must be one which is generally accepted, and vice versa ; for the questioner always tries to elicit the conclusion which is the opposite of the answerer’s position. If, however, his position is one which is neither generally accepted nor generally rejected, the conclusion will also be of this kind. Now since he who reasons well demonstrates his proposition from more generally accepted and more familiar premisses, (1) it is obvious that, if the questioner’s proposition is one which is generally rejected absolutely, the answerer ought not to concede what is thus absolutely rejected, or what is accepted indeed, but less generally than the conclusion aimed at. For, if the answerer’s position is one which is generally rejected, the conclusion will be one which is generally accepted, so that the premisses which the questioner tries to secure must all be generally accepted and more so than the conclusion, if the less familiar is to be reached through the more familiar. Therefore, if any of the questions asked are not of this kind, the answerer ought not to agree to them. (2) If, however, the position taken up by the answerer is one generally accepted absolutely, obviously the conclusion aimed at by the questioner will be one which is generally rejected absolutely. The answerer, therefore, should concede all points which are generally accepted and all those not generally accepted which are less generally rejected than the conclusion aimed at ; for then he would be thought to have argued adequately. (3) So likewise if the answerer’s position is one which is neither generally rejected nor generally accepted ; for in these circumstances, too, whatever seems true
2 a
(1) Generally
rejected.
(2) Generally
accepted.
(3) Neither generally accepted nor rejected.
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ούτως τά τε φαινόμενα άπαντα δοτέον, καί των μη δοκούντων όσα μάλλον ενδοξα τον συμπεράσματος' οντω γάρ ενδοξότερους συμβησεται τούς λόγους γίνεσθαι. εί μεν ονν απλώς ένδοξον η 25 άδοξον το κείμενον, προς τα δοκοϋντα απλώς την σύγκρισιν ποιητέον εί δε μη απλώς ένδοξον η άδοξον τό κείμενον άλλα τω άπο κρίνο μένω, προς αυτόν1 τό δοκοΰν καί μη δοκοΰν κρίνοντα θετεον η ου θετεον. αν δ' ετέρου δόξαν διαφνλάττη ό άποκρινόμένος, δηλον ότι προς την εκείνου διάνοιαν 30 άποβλεποντα θετεον εκαστα και άρνητεον. διό καί οι κομίζοντες άλλοτρίας δόξας, οΐον αγαθόν καί κακόν είναι ταύτόν, καθάπερ Ηράκλειτός φησιν, ον διδόασι μη παρεΐναι άμα τω αύτώ τάναντία, ούχ ως ου δοκοΰν αύτοΐς τούτο, άλλ' ότι καθ* ‘Ηράκλειτον οϋτω λεκτεον. ποιοϋσι δε τούτο καί οι παρ' άλληλων δεχόμενοι τάς θέσεις' ;|35 στοχάζονται γάρ ως αν είπειεν ο θέμενος.
VI.	Φανερού ονν τίνων στοχαστέον τω άποκρι-νομένω, είτε απλώς ένδοξον είτε τινι τό κείμενόν ἐστιν. επεί δ’ ανάγκη παν τό ερωτώμενον η ένδοξον είναι η άδοξον η μηδέτερον, καί η προς τον λόγον η μη προς τον λόγον είναι τό έρωτώ-
160	a μενον, εάν μεν η δοκοΰν καί μη προς τον λόγον,
δοτέον φησαντα δοκεΐν, εάν δε μη δοκοΰν καί μη
1 Reading αυτόν for αυτόν with Pickard-Cambridge.
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should be conceded, and also of the points not generally accepted those which are more generally accepted than the conclusion ; for the result of this is that the arguments will be more generally accepted. If, then, the answerer’s proposition is one which is generally accepted or generally rejected absolutely, the comparison must be made with reference to what is generally accepted ; but, if the proposition is not generally accepted or rejected absolutely, but only by the answerer, then it must be conceded or not conceded with reference to his own personal judgement of what is generally accepted or not. If, however, the answerer is defending someone else’s opinion, obviously he must concede or reject each point in accordance with that person’s judgement.
It is for this reason too that those \vho bring in other people’s opinions—for example, Heracleitus’ statement that good and evil are the same thing a—refuse to concede that it is impossible for contraries to belong to the same thing at the same time, not because this is not their view, but because, according to Heracleitus, they must say so. This is also the practice of those who take over positions from one another ; for they aim at saying what the man who took up the position in question would say.
VI.	It is now clear what should be the aims of the (D of the answerer, whether the position adopted is generally questionr accepted absolutely or only by some individual. as,^/n Mow, every question asked must be either generally should be accepted or generally rejected or neither accepted nor fc^eptable rejected, and what is asked must be either relevant and re-or irrelevant to the argument; if it is generally an ' accepted and irrelevant, the answerer should admit its general acceptance and concede it. If, however,
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προς τον λόγον, δοτίον μὲν, επισημαντΙον δε το μη δοκοΰν προς εύλάβειαν εύηθείας. οντος δε προς τον λόγον καί δοκοΰντος λεκτεον ότι δοκεΐ μεν, 5 άλλα λίαν σύνεγγυς τοΰ εν αρχή ὲστι καί αναιρείται τούτον τεθεντος τό κείμενον. ει δἐ προς τον λόγον, λίαν δ’ άδοξον τό αξίωμα, συμβαίνειν μεν φατέον τούτου τεθεντος, άλλα λίαν εϋηθες είναι τό προτεινόμενον. ει δἐ μήτ άδοξον μητ ένδοξον, ει μεν μηδέν προς τον λόγον, δοτεον μηδέν δι ορι-ίο σαντι, ει δε προς τον λόγον, επισημαντεον ότι αναιρείται τεθεντος τό εν αρχή, ούτω γάρ ο τ άποκρινόμενος ονδεν δόξει δι αυτόν πάσχειν, εάν προορών εκαστα τιθη, ό τ ερωτών τεύξεται συλλογισμού τιθέμενων αύτώ πάντων των ενδοξότερων τοΰ συμπεράσματος. όσοι δ’ εξ άδοξοτερων 15 τοΰ συμπεράσματος επιχειροΰσι συλλογίζεσθαι, δηλον ως ου καλώς συλλογίζονται* διό τοι? ερω-τώσιν ου θετεον.
VII.	'Ομοίως δε και επί των ασαφώς καί πλέον αχώς λεγομένων άπα ντητεον. επεί γάρ δεδοται τω άπ ο κρίνο μένω μη μα νθάνοντι είπεΐν 20 ότι ου μανθάνω, καί πλεοναχώς λεγόμενον μη εξ ανάγκης όμολογησαι η άρνησασθαι, δηλον ως πρώτον μεν, αν μη σαφές η τό ρηθεν, ου κ άποκνη-708
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it is not generally accepted and irrelevant, he should concede it but put in a remark that it is not generally accepted, as a precaution against appearing to be simple minded. If, on the other hand, it is relevant and generally accepted, he should remark that it is generally accepted but that it is too near to the original view and say that, if it is conceded, the proposition falls to the ground. If what the questioner claims is relevant to the argument but too generally rejected, he should say that, if this concession is made, the conclusion results, but that what is proposed is too silly to be accepted. When it is neither generally rejected nor generally accepted, if it is not relevant to the argument, it should be conceded without qualification, but, if it is relevant, a remark should be added that, if it is conceded, the original proposition falls to the ground. In this way the answerer will not be thought to suffer through his own fault, since he foresees the result of his various concessions, and the questioner will carry through his reasoning with all the premisses which are more generally accepted than the conclusion conceded to him. Those who attempt to reason from premisses less generally accepted than the conclusion obviously do not reason properly ; therefore such premisses should not be conceded to questioners.
VII.	The situation must be met in a similar way (2) should when terms are used obscurely and have more than Nearly and one meaning. For, since the answerer is always unequivo-allowed, if he does not understand, to say, “ I don’t cally' understand,” and, if the question has more than one meaning, he need not necessarily assent or deny, it is obvious, in the first place, that, if what is said is not clear, he must not shrink from saying that he does
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τεον τό φάναι μη συνιεναι * πολλάκις γάρ εκ του μη σαφώς όρωτηθεντας διδόναι άπαντα τι δυσχερές, αν δε γνώριμον μεν η πλεοναχώς δε λεγόμενόν, 25 ἐαυ μεν επι πάντων άληθες η φεϋδος η το λεγόμενον, δοτεον απλώς η άρνητεον, εάν δ’ επί τι μεν φεΰδος η επι τι δ* άληθες, επι σήμαντρον ότι πλεοναχώς λεγεται και διότι τό μεν φεΰδος τό δ* άληθες* ύστερον γαρ διαιρούμενου άδηλον ει και εν άρχη συνεώρα τό άμφίβολον. εάν δε μη προΐδη τό άμφίβολον άλλ* εις θάτερον βλεφας θη, 30 ρητεον προς τον επι θάτερον άγοντα ότι ούκ εις τούτο βλεπων εδωκα άλλ’ εις θάτερον αυτών, πλειόνων γάρ οντων τών υπό ταύτον ονομα η λόγον ραδία η άμφισβητησις. εάν δἐ και σαφές η και άπλοΰν τό ερωτώμενον, η ναι η ου άποκρι-τ εον.
35 VIII. *Επει δε πάσα πρότασις συλλογιστική η τούτων τις ἐστιν εξ ών 6 συλλογισμός η τινος τούτων ενεκα (δῆλον δ* οτ αν ετερου χάριν λαμ-βάνηται τω πλείω τα όμοια έρωταν η γάρ δι* επαγωγής η δι* όμοιότητος ως επι τό πολύ τό καθόλου λαμβάνουσιν), τα μεν ούν καθ* εκαστα 160 b πάντα θετεον, αν η άληθη και ένδοξα, προς δε τό καθόλου πειρατέον ενστασιν φέρειν· τό γάρ άνευ ενστάσε ως, η οϋσης η δοκουσης, κώλυε ιν τον λόγον δυσκολ αίνειν ἐστίν. ει οΰν επι πολλών φαινομένων μη δίδωσι τό καθόλου μη εχων εν-5 στάσιν, φανερόν ότι δυσκολ αινεί.	ετι ει μηδ*
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not comprehend ; for a difficulty often confronts people if they assent >vhen questions have not been clearly put to them. When the question is intelligible but can bear more than one meaning, then, supposing what it says is true or false in every case, he must assent or deny absolutely, but, if it is partly true and partly false, he must add the remark that it has several meanings and that in one meaning it is false, in the other true ; for, if he makes this distinction only at a later stage, it is not clear whether originally he noticed the ambiguity. If he did not foresee the ambiguity but assents Avhen he has only seen one meaning, he must say to the questioner when he leads on to the other meaning, “ It was not that meaning that I had in view but the other one, when I gave my assent ” ; for, when several things fall under the same term or expression, disagreement easily arises. If, on the other hand, the question asked is plain and simple, the answer must be ‘ yes ’ or ‘ no.’
VIII.	Now since every premiss used in reasoning is either one of the constituent parts of the reasoning or else is assumed for the sake of one of these parts (and it is obvious when it is assumed for the sake of something else from the asking of many similar questions ; for people usually secure the universal either by induction or by similarity), all the several particulars must be admitted if they are true and generally accepted. But against the universal one must try to bring an objection ; for to hold up the argument without an objection, either real or apparent, is to behave peevishly. If, therefore, a man refuses to concede the universal, in a case where many instances are displayed, without having any objection to offer, he is clearly behaving peevishly. Further, if
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άντεπιχειρειν έχει δη ουκ αληθές, πολλω μάλλον αν δόξειε δυσκολαίνειν. καίτοι ουδέ τοΰθ* ικανόν πολλούς γάρ λόγους εχομεν εναντίους ταις δόξαις, οΰς χαλεπόν λυειν, καθάπερ του1 Ζήνωνος δτι ουκ ενδέχεται κινεΐσθαι ουδέ τό στάδιον διελθεΐν άλλ* 10 ου διά τούτο αντικείμενα τούτοι? ου θετέον. ει ούν μήτ ενίστασθαι μήτ άντεπιχειρεΐν έ'χων μή τίθησι, δήλον δτι δυσκολαίνε ι* εστι γάρ ή εν λόγοις δυσκολία άπόκρισις παρά τούς είρημένους τρόπους, συλλογισμού φθαρτική.
IX.	'Υπέχειν δέ καί θέσιν και ορισμόν αυτόν 15 αύτω δει προεγχειρήσαντα· εξ ών γάρ άναιροΰσιν οι πυνθανόμενοι τό κείμενον, δήλον δτι τουτοις έναντι ωτέον.
’Άδολου δ’ ύπόθεσιν εύλαβητέον υπέχειν. εἴη δ* αν άδοξος δίχως’ και γάρ εξ ής άτοπα συμβαίνει λέγειν, οΐον ει πάντα φαίη τις κινεΐσθαι ή 20 μηδέν, και δσα χείρονος ήθους έλέσθαι και ύπ-εναντία ταις βουλήσεσιν, οΐον δτι ηδονή τάγαθόν καί τό άδικεΐν βέλτιον του άδικεΐσθαι. ου γάρ ως λόγου χάριν ύπέχοντα άλλ ως τά δοκουντα λέγοντα μισοΰσιν.
Χ. "Οσοι δ ἐ των λόγων φεϋδος συλλογίζονται, λυτέον άναιροΰντα παρ’ ο γίνεται τό φεϋδος. ου
1 τοΰ is omitted by Bekker in error.
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he cannot even advance a counter-argument to prove that it is not true, he would be regarded as much more peevish. Yet even this is not enough ; for we get many arguments which are contrary to accepted opinions and yet are difficult to solve, for example, that of Zeno a that motion or traversing the stadium is impossible ; but we ought not on this account to refuse to assert the opposites of these views. If, therefore, a man refuses to make an admission when he has no objection or counter-argument to advance, he is obviously acting peevishly ; for peevishness in argument is answering otherwise than in the ways mentioned above, with the object of destroying the reasoning.
IX.	Before he upholds a thesis or a definition, a man ought to argue against it by himself ; for obviously he must oppose the grounds on which the questioners seek to subvert the position which he has taken up.
Care must be taken not to uphold a hypothesis which is generally unacceptable. There are two ways in which it may be unacceptable. It may be one which leads to the making of absurd statements, for example, if one were to say that everything or nothing is in motion ; on the other hand, it may be one of those which a bad character would choose or which are contrary to our wishes, for example, that pleasure is the good and that to commit injustice is better than to suffer it. For men hate him who makes such assertions, regarding him not as maintaining them for the sake of argument but as saying what he really thinks.
X.	Of arguments which reason to establish a falsehood, a solution must be provided by demolishing that from which the falsehood arises. For a man has
Rules for the defence of a thesis.
The solution of false arguments.
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25 γάρ ότιούν άνελών λελυκεν, οΰδ’ el ψεύδος ίστι τό άναιρούμενον. άχοι yap αν πλείω ψεύδη ἀ λόγος, οΐον εάν τις λάβη τον καθημενον γράφειν, Σωκράτη he καθησθαΐ’ συμβαίνει γάρ εκ τούτων Σωκράτη γράφειυ. άναιρεθεντος ούν τοΰ Σωκράτη καθησθαι ούδεν μάλλον λελυται ό λόγος· καίτοι 30 ψευδός τό αξίωμα, ἀλλ’ ου παρά τοῆτο ὀ λόγος ψευδής’ <χυ γάρ τις τύχη καθημενος μιν μἡ γράφων he, ούκετι επί του τοιούτου η αύτη λύσις αρμόσει, ώστε ου τούτο avalρετεον, άλλα το τον καθημενον γράφειν’ ου γάρ πας ό καθήμένος γράφει, λελυκε μεν ούν πάντως ό άνελών παρ” ο γίνεται το ψεύδος, 35 οιδε δἐ την λύσιν 6 είδώς ότι παρά τούτο ό λόγος, καθάπερ επί των ψευδογραφο υμένων ου γάρ άπόχρη το ενστηναι, ούδ’ αν ψεύδος η το αναιρού-μevov, άλλα και διότι ψεύδος άποδεικτεον ούτω γάρ αν εΐη φανερόν πότερον προορών τι η ου ποιείται την ενστασιν.
161	a Έστι δε λόγον κωλύσαι συμπεράνασθαι τετρά-
χοος. η γάρ άνελόντα παρ' δ γίνεται τό ψεύδος, η προς τον ερωτώντα ενστασιν εϊπόντα- πολλάκις γάρ ουδέ λελυκεν, ό μέντοι πυνθα νόμενος ου 5 δύναται πορρωτερω προαγαγεΐν. τρίτον δἐ προς τα η ρωτημένα’ συμβαίη γάρ αν εκ μεν των ήρωτημενων μη γίνεσθαι δ βούλεται διά τό κακώς ηρωτησθαι, προστεθεντος δε τινος γίνεσθαι τό 714
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not reached a solution by demolishing any chance point, even though what is demolished is false. For the argument might contain several falsehoods, for example, if one were to assume that ‘ he who sits, writes ’ and ‘ Socrates is sitting ’ ; for the result of these premisses is that ‘ Socrates is writing/ If the statement that 4 Socrates is sitting ’ is demolished, the argument is no nearer a solution, and yet \vhat was claimed is false, but the argument is not false in respect of this ; for if a man happened to be sitting but not writing, then the same solution would be no longer applicable. And so this is not the point which must be demolished, but that ‘ he who sits, writes ” ; for not everyone who sits is writing. The man who has demolished that on which the falsehood depends has provided a complete solution, and he who knows that the argument depends on a particular point, knows the solution, just as in the case of false geometrical figures ; for it is not enough to make an objection even if what is demolished is false, but why it is false must also be demonstrated ; for thus it would be clear whether or no he makes his objection with an object in view.
There are four ways in which it is possible to Four prevent a man from bringing his argument to a con- ^-everitfng1^ elusion, firstly, by demolishing that on which the an argu-falsehood depends, or, secondly, by bringing an J^achinp™ objection against the questioner ; for often the conclusion, answerer has provided no solution, but nevertheless the questioner can proceed no further. Thirdly, an objection can be made to the questions ; for it might so happen that what the questioner wants does not follow as a result of his questions because they have been badly asked, but, if something is added, the
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συμπέρασμα, el μέν οΰν μηκέτι δΰναται προάγ€ΐν 6 έρωτών, προς τον έρωτώντα εἵν αν ένστασις, el δέ δΰναται, προς τα η ρωτημένα, τετάρτη δέ ίο καί χειριστή των ένστάσ€ων η προς τον χρόνον· evioi yap τοιαΰτα ένίστανται προς α διaλeχθήvaι πλeίovός έστι χρόνου η τής παροΰσης διατριβής.
ΑΙ μέν οΰν ένστάσ€ΐς, καθάπ€ρ eίπaμev, τ€-τραχώς γίνονται■ Λὑσι? δ’ ἐστι τῶν €ΐρημένων ή 15 πρώτη μόνον, αι δέ λοιπαι κωλΰσ€ΐς τινές και έμποδισμοι των συμπepaσμάτωv.
XI.	*Εττιτίμησις δέ λόγου κατ αυτόν τε τον λόγον, καί όταν έρωτάται, ουχ ὑ αυτἦ πολλάκις γάρ του μη καλώς δ^ιλέχθαι τον λόγον 6 έρωτω-μ€νος αίτιος διά το μη συγχωρ€Ϊν έξ ών ήν δια-20 λεχτὴναι καλώς προς την θέσιν ου γάρ 'έστιν έπί θατέρω μόνον το καλώς ἐπιτελεσ^ῆναι τό κοινόν έργον. άναγκαΐον οΰν ένίοτ€ προς τον λἐγοντα και μη προς την θέσιν έπιχ€ΐpeiv, όταν ό άπο-κρινόμ€νος τάναντία τω έρωτώντι παρατηρή προσ-eπηpeάζωv. δυσκολαίνοντ€ς οΰν αγωνιστικός και ου διαλεκτικά? ποιούνται τ ας δια τριβάς. *έτι δ’ 25 έπ€ΐ γυμνασίας και π€ΐρας χάριν άλλ* ου διδασκαλίας οι τοιοΰτοι τών λόγων, δήλον ως ου μόνον τάληθή συλλογιστέον αλλά και φeΰδoς, ουδέ δι αληθών ael άλλ’ ένίοτ€ και ψeυδώv. πολλάκις γάρ αληθούς τeθέvτoς avaipeiv ανάγκη τον δια-λ€γόμ€νον, ώστε προτατέον τα φευδῆ. ένίοτ€ δέ 716
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conclusion results. If, therefore, he cannot advance his argument any further, an objection could be raised against the questioner, but, if he can still advance his argument, against his questions. The fourth and worst form of objection is that which relates to the time available ; for some people bring forward objections which take longer to deal with than the present discussion allows.
The kinds of objection, then, as we have said, are four in number ; but of those mentioned the first only is a solution, the others are merely hindrances and impediments in the path to conclusions.
XI. Criticism of an argument when it is taken by itself is not the same thing as when it forms the subject of questions ; for often the person questioned is the cause of the argument not being properly discussed, because he does not concede the points which would have enabled the argument against his thesis to have been properly carried out ; for it is not within the power of one party only to ensure the proper accomplishment of the common task. It is, therefore, necessary sometimes to attack the speaker and not his thesis, when the answerer is on the watch for points against the questioner and also employs abuse. By behaving peevishly, then, people make their discussions contentious instead of dialectical. Furthermore, since such arguments are carried on for the sake of practice and experiment rather than instruction, it is obvious that people must argue to establish not only the truth but also falsehood, and not always by means of what is true but also sometimes by means of what is false. For often, when what is true I has been asserted, the dialectician has to demolish it and so false views have to be put forward. Sometimes,
Various points concerning arguments and conclusions :
(a) Adverse criticism of an argument and of a person arguing is not the same thing.
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30 καί φεύδους τεθεντος avalρετεον διά φευδών ούδεν γάρ κωλύει τινι δοκεΐν τα μη οντα μάλλον των αληθών, ώστ εκ των εκείνω δοκουντων τοΰ λόγον γινομένου μάλλον εσται πεπεισμένος η ωφελημένος. δει δἐ τον καλώς μεταβιβάζοντα διαλεκτικώς και μη εριστικώς μεταβιβάζειν, καθ-35 άπερ τον γεωμετρην γεωμετρικώς, αν τε φεΰδος αν τ αληθές η τό συμπεραινόμενον' ποιοι δἐ διαλεκτικοί συλλογισμοί, πρότερον εΐρηται. επεί δε φαύλος κοινωνός ό εμποδίζων τό κοινόν εργον, δήλον ότι και εν λόγω, κοινόν γάρ τι και εν του-τοις προκείμενόν ἐστι, πλην τών άγωνιζομενων. 40 τουτοις δ’ ούκ εστιν άμφοτεροις τνχεΐν τοΰ αύτοΰ 161b τέλους· πλείους γαρ ενός αδύνατον νικάν, διαφέρει δ’ ούδεν αν τε δια. τοΰ άποκρίνεσθαι αν τε διά τοΰ ερωτάν ποιη τοΰτο' ο τε γάρ εριστικώς ερωτών φανλως διαλέγεται, ο τ εν τω άποκρίνεσθαι μη διδονς τό φαινόμενον μηδ5 εκδεχόμενος ο τί ποτε 5 βούλεται ά ερωτών πυθεσθαι. δήλον οΰν εκ τών είρημενων ότι ούχ ομοίως επιτιμητεον καθ' αυτόν τε τω λόγω καί τω ερωτών τι· ούδεν γάρ κωλύει τον μεν λόγον φαΰλον είναι, τον δ’ ερωτώντα ως ενδεχεται βέλτιστα προς τον άποκρινόμενον διει-λεχθαι. προς γάρ τούς δυσκολαίνοντας ού δυνατόν ίο ίσως εύθύς οϊους τις βούλεται άλλ’ οίους ενδεχεται ποιεΐσθαι τούς συλλογισμούς.
Έπει δ’ εστιν άδιόριστον πότε τάναντία καί πότε τα εν αρχή λαμβάνουσιν οι άνθρωποι (πολ-718
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too, when what is false has been asserted, it has to be demolished by means of falsehoods; for there is nothing to prevent a man accepting what are not facts rather than the truth ; and so, if the argument is based on what he accepts, he will be persuaded rather than benefited. The man, however, who is Φ) Con-seeking to convert another in the proper manner argument
should do so in a dialectical and not in a contentious should be
,, avoided.
way, just as a geometrician reasons geometrically, whether the conclusion aimed at is false or true. The nature of dialectical reasonings has already been described. Νολν in business he who hinders the common task is a bad partner, and the same is true in argument ; for here, too, there is a common purpose, unless the parties are merely competing against one another ; for then they cannot both reach the same goal, since more than one cannot be victorious.
It makes no difference whether a man acts like this in his answers or in his questions ; for he who asks questions in a contentious spirit and he who in replying refuses to admit what is apparent and to accept whatever question the questioner wishes to put, are both of them bad dialecticians. It is clear, therefore, from what has been said that the argument by itself and the questioner by himself are not open to the same sort of criticism ; for there is no reason why, though the argument is bad, the questioner should not have argued Avith the ans\verer in the best possible manner. Against those who shew peevishness it is not perhaps possible immediately to employ such reasonings as one wishes, but one only employs such as one can.
Since it cannot be determined when men are Φ) How assuming contraries and when they are assuming become^
vitiated.
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λάκις γάρ καθ’ α ντους λεγοντες τα εναντία λεγουσ ι, καί άνα νεύσαντες πρότερον διδόασιν ύστερον διο7τερ ερωτώμενοι τάναντία καί το εν α ρχτ) 15 7τολλάκις ύπακούουσιν), ανάγκη φαύλους γίνεσθαι τούς λόγους, αίτιος δ’ 6 άποκρινόμενος, τα μεν ου διδούς, τά δἐ τοιαΰτα διδούς. φανερόν ούν ως ούχ ομοίως επιτιμητεον τοΐς ερωτώ σι και τοΐς λόγοις.
Καθ’ αυτόν δ ἐ τω λόγω πεντ είσιν επιτιμήσεις, 20 πρώτη μεν όταν εκ των ερωτωμενων μη συμ-περαίνηται μήτε τό προτεθεν μήτε όλως μηδέν όντων φευδών ή άδοξων, ή απάντων ή των πλεί-στων, εν οις τό συμπέρασμα, καί μήτ άφαιρεθεντων τινών μήτε προστεθεντων μηδε των μεν άφαιρεθεν-των των δἐ προστεθεντων γίνηται τό συμπέρασμα. 25 δεύτερα δε ει προς την θεσιν μη γίνοιτο 6 συλλογισμός εκ τοιούτων τε και ούτως ως είρηται πρότερον, τρίτη δ’ ει προστεθεντων τινών γίνοιτο συλλογισμός, ταΰτα δ’ εϊη χείρω τών ερωτηθεντων καί ήττον ένδοξα του συμπεράσματος. πάλιν ει άφαιρεθεντων τινών’ ενίοτε γάρ πλείω λαμβάνουσι 30 τών άναγκαίων, ώστε ου τω ταύτ είναι γίνεται 6 συλλογισμός, ετι ει εξ αδοξοτερων καί ήττον πιστών του συμπεράσματος, ή ει εξ άληθών άλλα πλείονος έργου δεόμενων άποδεΐξαι τοΰ προβλήματος.
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the original contention—for often when they are speaking by themselves they assert contraries and, after first denying something, afterwards admit it (hence, when they are questioned, they often assent to contraries and to the original contention)—arguments necessarily deteriorate. But it is the answerer who is responsible since he refuses to grant some points but grants others of the same kind. It is obvious, therefore, that the questioners and the arguments are not open to the same kind of criticism.
The argument in itself is open to criticism under (d) Five five different conditions : (1) when as a result of the whichan questions neither the conclusion proposed, nor any conclusion at all, is reached, because all or most of open to the premisses on which the conclusion depends are crifclclsm· either false or not generally accepted, and when neither the suppression nor the addition of any premisses makes the conclusion possible ; (2) if the reasoning, based on the premisses in the manner described above, were not to be applicable to the thesis ; (3) if reasoning were to proceed as a result of certain additional premisses, but yet these were to be inferior to those contained in the questions and less generally accepted than the conclusion ; again (4) if the reasoning were to proceed as the result of certain suppressions : for sometimes people assume more premisses than are necessary, and so it is not their presence which allows the reasoning to proceed ; furthermore (5) if the reasoning were to proceed from premisses less generally accepted and less credible than the conclusion, or if it were to proceed from premisses which, though true, require more labour to demonstrate than the problem.
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Ον δεῖ δε πάντων των προβλημάτων ομοίως 35 άξιοΰν τούς συλλογισμούς ένδοξους είναι και πιθανούς· φύσε ι γάρ ευθύς υπάρχει τα μεν βάω τα δε χαλεπώτερα των ζητουμένων, ώστε αν εξ ών ενδέχεται μάλιστα ενδόξων συμβιβάση, διεί-λεκται καλώς, φανερόν ονν ότι ουδέ λόγω ή αύτη έπιτίμησις πρός τε το προβληθέν καί καθ' αυτόν. 40 ονδεν γάρ κωλύει καθ' αυτόν μεν είναι τον λόγον 162 a φζκτόν, πρός δε το πρόβλημα επαινετόν, και πάλιν άντεστραμμένως καθ' αυτόν μεν επαινετόν, πρός δε τό πρόβλημα φεκτόν, όταν εκ πολλών η ρόδιον ενδόξων συμπεράνασθαι και αληθών, εϊη δ' αν ποτε λόγος και συ μπεπερασμένος μη συμ-5 πεπερασμένου χείρων, όταν 6 μεν εξ εύηθών συμπεραίνη ται μη τοιούτου του προβλήματος οντος, 6 δε προσδέηται τοιούτων α ἐστιν ένδοξα και άληθη, και μη εν τοι? προσλαμβανομένοις η ό λόγος, τοΐς δε διά φευδών αληθές συμπεραι-νομένοις ου δίκαιον έπιτιμάν φεΰδος μεν γάρ αει 10 ανάγκη διά φεύδους συλλογίζεσθαι, τό δ' αληθές εστι και διά φευδών ποτε συλλογίζεσθ αι. φανερόν δ' εκ τών 'Αναλυτικών.
"Οταν δ' άπόδειξις η τινός ό είρημένος λόγος, ει τί ἐστιν άλλο πρός τό συμπέρασμα μηδαμώς
° An. Pr. 53 b 26 ff.
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One ought not to demand that the reasoning of te)gl^eilt every problem should meet with the same general may be acceptance and be equally convincing ; for it is an im-	in
mediate result of the nature of things that some sub- itself but jects of inquiry are easier and some more difficult, so abBTn reia-that, if a man carries conviction by means of views tion to.^e which meet with the widest acceptance possible, he and vice has argued well. It is clear, therefore, that the same vena* criticism does not apply to an argument when viewed in relation to the proposition and when taken by itself. For there is no reason why the argument should not be reprehensible in itself but commendable when viewed in relation to the proposition, and again, conversely, commendable in itself but reprehensible when viewed in relation to the proposition, when it is easy to draw a conclusion from a number of premisses which are generally accepted and true.
It may also be that sometimes an argument even though brought to a conclusion is inferior to one which is not brought to a conclusion, when the former is concluded from premisses which are foolish, though the proposition is not foolish, whereas the latter requires additional premisses which «are generally accepted and true but the argument does not depend on these additional assumptions. It is unjust to criticize those who draw true conclusions from false premisses ; for a false conclusion must necessarily be always argued by means of a false premiss, whereas the truth may sometimes be argued even by means of false premisses. This is clearly shown in the Analytics.°
When the argument stated is a demonstration of if) Pliilo-
something, but it is something irrelevant Avhich has IpfciSreme,
nothing to do with the conclusion, no inference will sophism and °	aporeme.
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εχον, ούκ ear αι περί1 εκείνου συλλογισμός' αν δἐ 15 φαίνηται, σόφισμα εσται, ούκ άπόδειξις. εστι δε φιλοσόφημα μεν συλλογισμός αποδεικτικός, επιχείρημα δε συλλογισμός διαλεκτικός, σόφισμα δε συλλογισμός εριστικός, άπόρημα δε συλλογισμός διαλεκτικός άντιφάσεως.
Ει δ’ εξ άμφοτερων τι δοκουν των δειχθείη, μη 20 ομοίως δε δοκουν των, ούδεν κωλύει τό δειχθεν μάλλον εκατερου δοκέΐν. άλλ* ει τό μεν δοκοίη τό δε μηδετέρως, η ει τό μεν δοκοίη τό δε μη δοκοίη, ει μεν ομοίως, ομοίως αν εϊη και μη, εΐ δε μάλλον θάτερον, ακολουθήσει τω μάλλον.
Έστι δε τις αμαρτία και αυτή περί τούς συλ-25 λογισμούς, όταν δείξη δι α μα κροτερων, ενόν δι* ελαττόνων και εν τω λόγω υπαρχόντων, οΐον οτ ι εστι δόξα μάλλον ετερα ετερας, ει τις αιτησαιτο αύτοεκαστον μάλιστ’ είναι, είναι δε δοξαστόν αληθώς αυτό, ώστε των τινών μάλλον είναι αυτό' προς δε τό μάλλον μάλλον τό λεγόμενον είναι* είναι 30 δἐ και αύτοδόξαν αληθη, η εσται μάλλον ακριβής των τινών' ητηται δἐ και αύτοδόξαν αληθή είναι και αύτοεκαστον μάλιστ* είναι' ώστε αύτη ή δόξα2
1	Reading τrepl for παρά, with Strache-Wallies.
2	Omitting ἡ μάλιστα αληθής with the best mss.
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be drawn from it about the latter ; if there appears to be such an inference, it will be a sophism not a demonstration. A philosopheme is a demonstrative inference, an epichireme is a dialectical inference, a sophism is a contentious inference, and an aporeme is a contentious inference of contradiction.
If something λνβΓβ to be shown from two premisses, both of them generally accepted but not equally accepted, there is no reason why what is shown should not be more generally accepted than either of them. But if one premiss were to be generally accepted and the other neither accepted nor rejected, or if one were to be accepted and the other rejected, then, if the acceptance and the rejection were equal, the conclusion would also be equally accepted and rejected. If, however, either acceptance or rejection is more general, the conclusion will follow the more general.
An error in reasoning also occurs when a man shows something by a longer process, when he might employ a shorter process, using material which is already existent in the argument, for example, when he is showing that one opinion is more truly an opinion than another ; if he were to claim (a) that ‘ a thing-in-itself is most completely that thing,’ and (6) that ‘ an object-of-opinion-in-itself really exists,’ so that ‘ it is more completely an object of opinion than the individual objects of opinion/ and were to claim that ‘ when a thing-in-itself admits of a greater degree, that λνΐιΐοΐι is referred to it also admits of a greater degree,’ and ‘ opinion-in-itself, which is more accurate than the individual objects of opinion, is true,’ and it has been claimed that * there is a true opinion-in-itself ’ and that ‘ a thing-in-itself is most completely that thing, it follows that this particular
725
(g) Conclusions which follow certain combinations of premisses.
(h) The error of proving something by an unnecessarily long process.
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ακριβέστερα εστίν. τις 8ε η μοχθηρία; η οτι ποιεί, παρ' ο 6 λόγος, λανθάνειν τό αίτιον;
35 XII. Λάγο? δ* εστι 8ηλος ένα μεν τρόπον και 8ημοσιώτατον, εάν συμπεπερασμένος ούτως ώστε μη8έν δεῖν επερωτησαι’ ενα 8ε, και ος μάλιστα 162 b λέγεται, όταν ειλημμένα μεν η έξ ών άναγκαΐον είναι, η 8ε διά συμπερασμάτων συμπεραινόμενος1' ετι ει ελλείπει σφό8ρα εν8όξων.
Χ¥ευ8ης 8έ Λἐγο? καλείται τετραχώς, ένα μεν τρόπον όταν φαίνηται σνμπεραίνεσθαι μη συμ-5 περαινόμενος, ος καλείται εριστικός συλλογισμός· άλλον 8ε όταν συμπεραίνηται μεν μη μέντοι προς τό προκείμενον, όπερ συμβαίνει μάλιστα τοΐς εις τό ά8υνατον άγουσιν’ η προς τό προκείμενον μεν συμπεραίνηται, μη μέντοι κατά την οίκείαν μέθο8ον. τούτο 8' εστίν, όταν μη ών ιατρικός 10 8οκη ιατρικός είναι η γεωμετρικός μη ών γεωμετρικός η 8ιαλεκτικός μη ών 8ιαλεκτικός, αν τε φεΰ8ος αν τ' αληθές η τό συμβαΐνον. άλλον 8έ τρόπον εάν διά φευ8ών συμπεραίνηται. τούτου 8' έσται ποτέ μέν τό συμπέρασμα φεΰ8ος, ποτέ 8' αληθές’ τό μέν γάρ φεΰ8ος αει διά φευ8ών 15 περαίνεται, τό 8' αληθές έγχωρεΐ και μη εξ αληθών, ώσπερ είρηται και πρότερον.
Τό μέν οΰν φευ8ή τον λόγον είναι του λέγοντος άμαρτημα μάλλον η του λόγου, και ού8έ του λέγοντος αει, άλλ' όταν λανθάνη αυτόν, έπει καθ' αυτόν γε πολλών αληθών άπο8εχόμεθα μάλλον,
1 Reading συμπςφαινόμζνος with Α Β and Ca1.
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opinion is more accurate.’ What is objectionable in this ? Is it not that it causes the ground on which the argument rests to be hidden ?
XII.	An argument is clear in one sense (and this is Clearness in the most popular one), if it is brought to a conclusion ft^Three^ in such a way that it is unnecessary to cask any further kinds, questions ; and in another sense (and it is in this sense that the term is most often used) when the results are obtained from premisses from which they must necessarily follow and the argument is concluded by means of conclusions, and if, moreover, there is a marked absence of popular opinions.
An argument is called fallacious in four different Fallacy in senses : (α) when it seems to be brought to a con- argument · elusion when it is not really so (the so-called con- («) its four tentious reasoning) ; (b) when it reaches a conclusion, but not the proposed conclusion (this happens most frequently in reductiones ad impossibile) ; (c) when it comes to the proposed conclusion but not by the appropriate method (that is, when a non-medical argument appears to be medical, or a non-geometrical to be geometrical, or a non-dialectical to be dialectical, whether the result be true or false) ; and (ἄ) when the conclusion is reached by means of false premisses (here the conclusion will be sometimes false and sometimes true ; for a false conclusion is always reached through false premisses, but a true conclusion may be reached even from false premisses, as has been already stated a).
The fallaciousness of an argument is the fault of (b) How far the arguer rather than of the argument itself; but deservo it is not always the fault of the arguer either, but only censure ? when he fails to observe its fallaciousness ; for we often accept a fallacious argument for its own sake
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20 αν εξ or ι μάλιστα δοκουντων άναιρή τι των αληθών. τοιοΰτος γάρ ών ετέρων αληθών άπόδειξίς ἐστιν δεῖ γάρ τών κειμένων τι μη είναι παντελώς, ώστ έσται τούτου άπόδειξίς. ει δ’ αληθές συμ-περαίνοιτο δῶ φευδών και λίαν εύηθών, πολλών αν είη χείρων ψεΰδος συλλογιζομένων ειη δ’ αν 25 τοιοΰτος και φεΰδος συμπεραινόμένος. ώστε δηλον οτι πρώτη μεν έπίσκεφις λόγου καθ' αυτόν ει συμπεραίνεται, δευτέρα δἐ πότερον αληθές η φεΰδος, τρίτη δ’ εκ ποιων τινών. ει μέν γάρ εκ φευδών ενδόξων δέ λογικός, ει δ’ εξ οντων μέν άδοξων δέ, φαΰλος. ει δέ και φευδη και λίαν άδοξα, δηλον οτι φαΰλος, η απλώς η τοΰ πρά-30 γματος.
XIII. Τό δ’ εν άρχή καί τα εναντία πώς αίτεΐται 6 ερωτών, κατ* αλήθειαν μέν εν τοΐς Άναλυτικοΐς εΐρηται, κατά δόξαν δέ νΰν λεκτέον.
Αίτεΐσθαι δέ φαίνονται το εν αρχή πενταχώς, 35 φανερώτατα μέν καί πρώτον ει τις αυτά το δείκνυ-σθαι δέον αιτήσει. τούτο δ’ επ' αΰτοΰ μέν ου ρόδιον λανθάνειν, εν δέ τοΐς συνωνυμοις, καί εν
163	a όσοις το όνομα καί 6 λόγος το αυτά σημαίνει,
μάλλον, δεύτερον δέ όταν κατά μέρος δέον άπο-
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in preference to several true arguments, if it destroys some true proposition by means of premisses which are as generally accepted as possible. For an argument of this kind is a demonstration of other truths ; for one of the premisses ought not to find a place in it at all, and so it will be a demonstration of this fact.
But if a true conclusion were to be reached from false and entirely foolish premisses, the argument would be worse than many which argue to a false conclusion, and an argument leading to a false conclusion might also be of this kind. It is, therefore, obvious (c) Test-that the first thing to look for in an argument itself fonts0*13 is whether it reaches a conclusion ; the second thing, detection, whether its conclusion is true or false ; and the third thing, from what premisses it is drawn. For if it is reached from premisses which are false but generally accepted, it is a dialectical argument; but if it is reached from premisses which are real but generally rejected, it is bad ; whereas, if the premisses are both false and entirely rejected by general opinion, it is obviously bad, either absolutely or with reference to the subject in question.
XIII.	How the questioner begs the original ques- The begging tion and also begs contraries has been truly described tk)nsT"flve in the Analytics a ; it must now be described from the ways of point οι view οι popular opinion.	are dis-
There seem to be five ways in which people beg tingui3hed· the original question, (1) The first and most obvious way is when a man begs the very point which has to be shown ; this does not easily escape detection when the actual term is used, but is more liable to do so where synonyms are used and the term and the description signify the same thing. (2) A second way is when a man begs something universally when
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δεΐξαι καθόλου τ is αίτησή, οΐον επιχειρών on των iva vt ίων μία επι στη μη, δλως των αντικείμενων άξιώσειε μίαν είναι* δοκεΐ γάρ δ έ'δει καθ* αυτό 5 δεῖ^αι μετ* άλλων αίτεισθαι ττλειόνων. τρίτον εί τις καθόλου δεΐξαι προκειμενου κατά μέρος αίτη-σειεν, οΐον ει πάντων των εναντίων προκειμενου τώνδε τινων άξιώσειε· δοκεῖ γαρ καί οντος, ο μετά πλειόνων εδει δεΐξαι, καθ' αυτό χωρίς αίτεισθαι. πάλιν ει τις διελών αίτεΐται τό προ-10 βληθεν, οΐον ει δέον δεΐξαι την ιατρικήν υγιεινού καί νοσώδους, χωρίς εκάτερον άξιώσειεν. η ει τις των επόμενων άλληλοις εξ ανάγκης θάτερον αίτησειεν, οΐον την πλευράν α σύμμετρον τη δια-μετρώ, δέον άποδεΐξαι ότι η διάμετρος τη πλευρά.
Ίσαχώς δε καί τάναντία αίτοϋνται τω εξ αρχής. 15 πρώτον μεν γάρ ει τις τάς άντικειμενας αίτησαιτο φάσιν καί άπόφασιν, δεύτερον δε τάναντία κατά την άντίθεσιν, οΐον αγαθόν καί κακόν ταύτόν. τρίτον ει τις τό καθόλου άξιώσας επί μέρους αίτοΐτο την άντίφασιν, οΐον ει λαβών των εναντίων μίαν επιστήμην, υγιεινού καί νοσώδους ετεραν 20 άξιώσειεν, η τοΰτο αίτησάμενος επί του καθόλου 730
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he ought to show it in a particular case ; for example, if, when he is endeavouring to show that there is one science of contraries, he were to claim that there is in general one science of opposites ; for then he is regarded as begging, among several other things, what he should have shown by itself. (3) A third way is when it is proposed to show something universally and he begs it in a particular case ; if, for example, when it is proposed to show that the science of contraries is always one, he begs it of a particular pair of contraries ; for he is also regarded as begging separately and by itself something which he ought to have shown in conjunction with a number of other cases. (4) Another way is when he divides the proposition up and begs its separate parts ; for example, if, when he has to show that medicine is the science of the healthy and of the diseased, he were to claim the two points separately ; or (5) if he were to beg one of two things which necessarily follow one another, for example, that the side is incommensurable with the diagonal when he has to show that the diagonal is incommensurable with the side.
There is the same number of ways of begging con- The begging traries as of begging the original question. (1) The first way occurs if one were to beg the opposite flve ways affirmation «and negation ; (2) the second, if he were this are8 to beg the contraries in an antithesis, saying, for example, that the same thing is good and bad ; (3) the third, if he were to claim something universally and beg the contradiction of it in a particular case, for example, if he were to secure an assumption that the knowledge of contraries is one and then claim that the knowledge of what is healthy and of what is diseased is different ; or (4) if, after begging this,
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την άντίφασιν πειρώτο λαμβάνειν. πάλιν εάν τις αίτηση το εναντίον τω εξ ανάγκης συμβαίνοντι διά των κείμενων, καν ει τις αυτά μεν μη λάβοι τάντικείμενα, τοιαΰτα δ’ αίτησα ιτο δύο εξ ών εσται η άντικείμενη άντίφασις. διαφέρει δε τδ 25 τάναντία λαμβάνειν του εν άρχη οτι του μεν ἐστιν ή αμαρτία προς τδ συμπέρασμα (προς γάρ εκείνο βλεποντες τδ εν άρχη λεγομεν αίτεΐσθαι), τα δ’ εναντία ἐστιν εν ταις προτάσεσι τω εχειν πως ταυτας πρδς άλληλας.
XIV.	Πρδς δε γυμνασίαν και μελετην των 30 τοιουτων λόγων πρώτον μεν άντιστρεφειν εθι-ζεσθαι χρη τούς λόγους, ούτως γάρ π ρος τε τδ λεγόμενον εύπορώτερον εξομεν, και εν όλίγοις πολλούς εξεπιστησόμεθα λόγους, τδ γάρ άντιστρε-φειν ἐστι τδ μεταλαβόντα τδ συμπέρασμα μετά των λοιπών ερωτημάτων άνελεΐν εν τών δοθεν-35 των ανάγκη γάρ, ει τδ συμπέρασμα μη εστι, μιαν τινα άναιρεΐσθαι τών προτάσεων, εΐπερ πασών τεθεισών ανάγκη ην τδ συμπέρασμα είναι, πρδς άπασάν τε θεσιν, καί οτι ούτως καί οτι ούχ 163 b ούτως, τδ επιχείρημα σκεπτεον, καί εύρόντα την λύσιν ευθύς ζητητεον ούτω γάρ άμα συμβήσεται πρός τε τδ έρωταν καί πρδς τδ άποκρίνεσθαι γεγυμνάσθαι. καν πρδς μηδενα άλλον εχωμεν, ' πρδς αυτούς, παράλληλά τε παραβάλλειν, εκλε-5 γοντα πρδς την αυτήν θεσιν1 επιχειρήματα· τούτο γάρ πρός τε τδ βιάζεσθαι πολλην ευπορίαν ποιεί 1 Reading έκλέγοντα προς την αυτήν Θ4σιν with the best mss.
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he were to try and secure the contradiction universally. (5) Another way occurs if he were to beg the contrary of that which necessarily follows from the premisses, even without securing the assumption of actual opposites but merely begging two premisses of such a kind that the opposite contradiction will result from them. The assumption of contraries differs from the begging of the original question, because in the latter case the error concerns the conclusion (for we are looking to this when we say that there is a begging of the original question), whereas the contraries are situated in the premisses, namely, in the relation in which they stand to one another.
XIV. For training and practice in this kind of Various argument one should, in the first place, accustom trairiw°and oneself to converting arguments ; for thus we shall be better provided for treating the subject under arguments: discussion and obtain by a quick method a thorough fulnes^o?6* knowledge of a number of arguments. For conver- converting sion a is the reversing of the conclusion, together arguments· with the other questions raised, and the demolition of one of the points conceded ; for of necessity, if the conclusion is not true, one of the premisses must be demolished, since it was owing to the assumption of all of them that the conclusion necessarily followed.
In dealing with any thesis we must examine the argu- (δ) The ment both for and against, and having discovered it οΓβα·υΜιὲν we must immediately seek the solution ; for the ing the result will be that we shall have trained ourselves pio^ndcon. at the same time both for question and for answer.
If we have no one else with whom to argue, we must do so with ourselves. Also one must choose arguments relating to the same thesis and compare them ; for this procedure supplies an abundance of material
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καί προς τ6 ελεγχειν μεγάλην εχει βοήθειαν, όταν εύπορή τις και οτ ι όντως και ότι ούχ όντως* προς τα εναντία γαρ συμβαίνει ποιεΐσθαι την φνλακήν. π ρος τε γνώσιν και την κατα φιλοσοφίαν ίο φρόνησιν το δύνασθαι σννοράν και σννεωρακεναι τα άφ’ εκατερας σνμβαίνοντα τής νποθεσεως ον μικρόν όργανον λοιπόν γάρ τούτων όρθώς ελεσθαι θάτερον. δεῖ δε προς το τοιοντο ύπαρχειν ενφνά' και τοϋτ εστιν ή κατ αλήθειαν ενφνΐα, το δύνασθαι 15 καλώς ελεσθαι τάληθες και φνγεΐν τό φεΰδος· όπερ οι πεφνκότες εν δύνανται ποιεΐν εν γαρ φιλοϋντες και μι σονντες τό προσφερόμενον εΰ κρίνονσι τό βέλτιστου.
Προς· τε τα πλειστάκις εμπίπτοντα των προβλημάτων εξεπίστασθαι δεῖ λόγονς, και μάλιστα περί των πρώτων Θεσεων εν τοντοις γά,ρ άποδνσ-20 πετονσιν οι άποκρινόμενοι πολλάκις. ετι τε όρων ενπορεΐν δεῖ, και των ενδόξων τε και των πρώτων εχειν προχείρονς· διά γαρ τούτων οι σνλλογισμοι γίνονται. πειρατέον δἐ και εις α πλειστάκις εμπίπτονσιν οι άλλοι λόγοι κατεχειν. ώσπερ γαρ εν γεωμετρία προ εργον τό περί τα 25 στοιχεία γεγνμνάσθαι, καί εν άριθμοΐς τό περί τούς κεφαλισμονς προχείρως εχειν μέγα διαφέρει προς τό καί τον άλλον αριθμόν γινώσκειν πολλα-πλασι ούμενον, ομοίως καί εν τοΐς λόγοις τό πρόχειρον είναι περί τα? άρχάς καί τα? προτάσεις από στόματος εξεπίστασθαΐ' καθάπερ γαρ εν τω 30 μνημονικω μόνον οι τόποι τεθεντες ενθνς ποιοΰσιν αυτά μνημονεύειν, καί ταΰτα ποιήσει σνλλογιστι-κώτερον διά τό προς ώρισμενας αντος βλεπειν 734
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for carrying the position by storm and is very helpful in refutation, when one has plenty of arguments both for and against ; for the result is that one is put on one’s guard against contrary arguments. Also to take and to have taken in at a glance the results of each of two hypotheses is no mean instrument for the cult of knowledge and philosophic wisdom ; for then it only remains to make a correct choice of one of them. For such a process one must possess a certain natural ability, and real natural ability consists in being able correctly to choose the true and avoid the false. Men of natural ability can do this ; for they judge correctly what is best by a correct feeling of love or hatred for what is set before them.
You ought thoroughly to learn arguments dealing (c) The use-with questions of frequent occurrence and especially thSoigif a
primary propositions ; for answerers often become knowledge i. J r ι . ι τ	..l.i	. .	of the most
discouraged in dealing with these. Moreover, you usual argu-
should have a good supply of definitions and have ments· those of familiar and primary ideas ready to hand ; for it is by means of these that reasonings are carried on. You should also try and grasp the categories into which the other arguments most often fall. For just as in geometry it is useful to have been trained in the elements, and in arithmetic to have a ready knowledge of the multiplication table up to ten times helps much to the recognition of other numbers which are the result of multiplication, so too in arguments it is important to be prompt about first principles and to know your premisses by heart. For just as to a trained memory the mere reference to the places in which they occur causes the things themselves to be remembered, so the above rules will make a man a better reasoner, because he sees the premisses
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κατ αριθμόν, ττρότασίν τε κοινήν μάλλον ἣ λόγον εις μνήμην θετεον αρχής γάρ και υποθεσεως ευ-πορήσαι μετρίως χαλεπόν.
Έτι τον ενα λόγον πολλούς ποιεΐν εθίστε ον, ως 35 άδηλότατα κρύπτοντας. εΐη δ’ αν τό τοιοΰτον, ει τις οτι πλεΐστον άφισταίη τής συγγένειας περί ών ό λόγος, εσονται δἐ δυνατοί των λόγων οι
164	a μάλιστα καθόλου τούτο πάσχειν, οΐον οτι ούκ εστι
μία πλειόνων επιστήμη■ ούτω γαρ και επί των πρός τι και επί των εναντίων και συστοίχων ἐστίν.
Δεῖ δε και τάς απομνημονεύσεις καθόλου ποιεΐ-σθαι των λόγων, καν ή διειλεγ μένος επί μέρους' 5 ούτω γαρ και πολλούς εξεσται τον ενα ποιεΐν. ομοίως δε και εν ρητορικοΐς επι των ενθυμημάτων, αυτόν δ’ ότι μάλιστα φεύγειν επι τό καθόλου φέρειν τούς συλλογισμούς. αει τε δεῖ σκοπεΐν τούς λόγους, ει επι κοινών διαλέγονται· πάντες γαρ οι εν μερει και καθόλου όιειλεγμενοι είσί, καί 10 ενεστιν εν τή του α<:ατά μέρος ή τοΰ καθόλου άπόόειζις δι α τό μη είναι συλλογίσ ασθαι μηόεν άνευ τοΰ καθόλου.
Ύήν όε γυμνασίαν άποόοτεον των μεν επακτικών προς νεον, των Βε συλλογιστικών προς έμπειρον. πειρατέον δε λαμβάνειν παρά μεν τών συλλο-15 γιστικών τάς προτάσεις, παρά δε τών επακτικών τάς παραβολάς· εν τούτοις γάρ εκάτεροι γεγυμνα-σμενοι είσίν. όλως δ’ εκ τοΰ γυμνάζεσθαι δια-736
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defined and numbered. A premiss of general application should be committed to memory rather than an argument, since it is pretty difficult to have a first principle or hypothesis ready to hand.
You must accustom yourself to making a single ar- (d) An
. . ,	ι J .	,1	°	°	. adversary’s
gument into many, keeping the process as secret as single
possible. This would be best achieved by avoiding as far as possible anything closely connected with the divided into topic under discussion. Arguments which are entirely rendered as universal will be best suited to this treatment, for u^versal aa example, the argument that ‘ there is not one knowledge of more than one thing ’; for this applies to relative terms, contraries and co-ordinates.
You should also make records of arguments in a universal form, even though the discussion has been concerned with a particular case ; for thus it will be possible to make a single argument into many. (The same thing applies also to enthymemes in rhetoric.)
You should, however, yourself avoid, as far as possible, . directing discussions towards the universal. You should also always examine your arguments and see whether they are proceeding on the basis of principles of general application ; for all particular arguments are also argued universally, and the demonstration of the universal is inherent in that of the particular, because it is impossible to reason at all without employing the universal.
Against a young man you should applv your train- (e) induc-ing in inductive methods, against an expert your meuts are training in deductive methods. You should try to obtain premisses from those who employ deduction young, and parallel instances from those who practise in- againsUhe duction ; for they have been trained in this or that expert, j branch respectively. In a word, as a result of
2 β	737

ARISTOTLE
164 8 λεγόμενόν πειρατέον άποφερεσθαι η συλλογισμόν περί τινος η λνσιν ή πρότασιν η ενστασιν, ἣ ει όρθώς τις ηρετο η el μη όρθώς, η αντος η ετερος, 164 b καί παρά τί εκάτερον. εκ τούτων γάρ η δνναμις, το δε γνμνάζεσθαι δυνάμεως χάριν, και μάλιστα περί τάς προτάσεις και ενστάσεις- εστι γάρ ως απλώς ειπεΐν διαλεκτικός ο προτατικος και ενστα-τικός. εστι δε το μεν προτείνεσθαι εν ποιεΐν τα 5 πλείω (δει γάρ εν ολω ληφθηναι προς δ 6 λόγος), το δ’ ενίστασθαι το εν πολλά- η γάρ διαιρεί η αναιρεί, το μεν διδονς το 8* ον των προτεινομε-νων.
Ονχ άπαντι δε διαλεκτεον, ουδέ προς τον τυχόντα γυμνάστεον. ανάγκη γάρ προς ενίους φαυ-*ιο λους γίνεσθαι τούς λόγους, προς γάρ τον πάντως πειρώμενον φαίνεσθαι διαφευγειν δίκαιον μεν πάντως πειρασθαι σνλλογίσασθαι, ονκ εύσχημον δε. διόπερ ου δει σννεστάναι εύχερώς προς τους τν-χόντας- ανάγκη γάρ πονηρολογίαν σνμβαίνειν- και γάρ οι γυμναζόμενοι άδννατονσιν άπεχεσθαι του 15 διαλεγεσθαι μη άγωνιστικώς.
Αει δε καί πεποιημενονς εχειν λόγους προς τα τοιαΰτα των προβλημάτων, εν οΐς ελάχιστων εν-πορησαντες προς πλεΐστα χρησίμους εξομεν, οΰτοι δ’ είσιν οι καθόλου, και προς οΰς πορίζεσθαι χα-λεπώτερον εκ των παρά πόδας.
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dialectical exercise you should try and achieve either a syllogism on some subject, or a solution, or a proposition, or an objection, or a determination whether a question has been put correctly or incorrectly either by yourself or someone else, and the cause of its being correctly or incorrectly put. These are the sources of ability in discussion, and the purpose of exercise is the acquisition of ability, particularly in connexion with propositions and objections ; for, to put the matter simply, the man who can make propositions and objections is the skilled dialectician.
To make a proposition is to turn many things into one (for the end to which the argument is directed must be included in a single whole), while to make an objection is to turn one thing into many ; for the objector distinguishes or demolishes, conceding one proposition and refusing to concede another.
You ought not to discuss with everybody or (/) Do not exercise yourself against any casual person ; for anyUcaIuai against some people argument is sure to deteriorate ; person, for with a man who tries every means to seem to avoid defeat you are justified in using every means to obtain your conclusion, but this is not a seemly proceeding. You should not, therefore, readily join issue with casual persons ; this can only result in a debased kind of discussion ; for those who are practising cannot forbear from disputing contentiously.
Also you ought to have arguments already framed (o) Special to deal with problems, where, though we are provided should be with very few arguments, those which we have will “atJ®atr°g^al be useful on the greatest number of occasions. These ments of arguments are those which are universal and those applfcatioa for which it is more difficult to provide material from readily accessible sources.
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Abstractions 81b3 Accident 73b l, 9, 75a 18-22, 78al 1, 83a27 ; topic of 97a27. See Attribute Accidental knowledge 7Ib9, 28, 75b25, 76a2 ; a. events 73bll; a. predication 81b2t ff., 83a 1-23, bll; a. connexion 9i)a3 Achilles 97b 18 Activity 83a22, bl7, 85b21 Affirmation 72a 13, 86b3o Affirmative & negative demonstration I. xxv Ajax 97b 18 Alcibiades 97b 18 Anacharsis 78b30 Analogy 76a38, 98a20, 99a 15 Analysis 78a7, 88b 18 ; analytical argument 84a8, b2 Angle, alternate 74a 15 ; a. in a semicircle 94a28-34 ; right a. 96b 18 ; exterior a.s 99a 19. See Triangle Appropriate principles 72a6, cL 71b23, 76a6 Arithmetic 75a39, b3 ;	&
harmonics 75bl6, 76alO,
24, 78b38, 87a34 ; & geometry 76lvl, 7,	79al9.
87a35, 88b12
Arithmetician 72a22, 76b2, 93b24
Art, as mode of thought. 89b8, 100a 8
Astronomy 76b 11, 78b39
Athens 94a37-b7
Atomic attribution I. xv, xvi.
See Immediate Attribute, per se or essential 73a34, 74b6, 75a28, 41, 76a7, b4, 6, 13, 82b37, 39, 83b 19, 84al2, bl6, 85b24,	90a 11,	91al8,
97a24, bl ; opposite a.s 73b 19, 74b9, 97al4, 20; universal a.s 73b26—74b t, 96a26, h2, 99a33 ; necessary a.s 74b7,	12, cf.
89a3l; accidental or non-essential a.s 74b 11, 75al8, bll, 89a35, 90all, cf. 92a32 : non-universal a.s 75b2o ; order of a.s 97a2o Axiom 72a 17, 75a41, 76b 14, 77a31
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Being not a genus 92b 14, cf.
96a28
Bone 98a22 Bryson 75b40 Burning-glass 88a 14
Calculation (λογισμός) 100b 7 Callias 77a 17, 83b4, 100b 1 Categories 83b 16, 96b 19 Cause, knowledge of 7lb 10, 35b27—86aIS,	87b40,
88a5, 93a4, 94a90 ; more ultimate, uncaused c. 76a 19 ; proximate c. 78a25, b3; proof of c. 85b23 ; c. as middle term, 93a7, 94a23-b26, 95all, bl4; four kinds of logical c. 94a21 ; more than one c. for the same effect 94b27—95a9, 98b25—99bl4; relation in time of c. to effect 95a 10— 96a7,98bl7 ; compresence of c. and effect 98a35. See Reason, Efficient, End, Final, Necessitating Centaur 89b32 Chance 95a5. See Fortuitous
Circle 77b32, 92b22, 96b 18 Circular proof I. iii Coagulation of sap 98b37, 99a27
Cogitation (διάνοια) 89b7 Cognition (γνώσις) 99b38 Colour 99aII
Common middle term 75bll;
c.	principles, axioms 76a37-b22, 77a26, 88a36;
c.	name 77a9 ; c. attributes 96b20
Completion of events 9ob2
Conclusion 72aS7,	76b39,
77all, 21; necessary c. 74b31, 75a 1, 87b24 ; problematic c. 74b38 ; nonnecessary c. 75a20 ; true c. from false premisses 75a2, 78a7, 88a21 ; c. as one factor in demonstration 75a40 ; eternal)( noneternal c. 75b22 ; destructive result not a c. 87a21 ; more than one proof of the same c. I. xxix ; negative & particular c.s 90b5 ; immediate c.s 91 b37 ; convertible c.s 96a 1 Concord, musical 90a 18 Consequent 73a7,	77b41,
91bl ; reciprocal c.s 95b39
Contiguity (Ιχβσὅαι) 95b3, 23, 30
Contiguous terms 82a31 Continuity (συνίχάς) 95a24, cf. b 2
Contradiction defined 72a 12 ;
Law of C. 77al0 Contradictorv 73b21 (77al4), 93a34
Contrary of an attribute 73b21 ; proof by means of c. 92a20 ; c.s studied by the same science 75b 13 Conversion 91a35 Convertible terms 78a27, bl 1, 91al6; c. premisses 82a 15, 99a34; c. conclusions 96al Cube number 75b 13, 76b8 Curved line 73a39,	b20,
75bl9
Cycle, see Epic; cyclic sequence of events 95b37
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Deciduous, see Leaf-shedding
Definition (ορισμός, ορος, λόγος, sts. τί ἐστι, τί rjv alvai) defined 72aL2i ; d. & demonstration 75b31, 89al8, II. iii-viii; d. not a hypothesis 76b35 ; d. assumed by mathematics 78a 13 ; d. & essence Hi)a32, 90b3 Dial ; d. by correlative 92a20; elements in d. 9Qa22, b:i, 98b22 ; d.s of infimae species 96b 17 ; d. by division 96b2?—97bI3; d. always universal 97b^(i ;
d.	of particular & universal 97b28 ; middle term as d. 99a^l ; all sciences based on d. 99a22. See Essence, Formula
Deflection 76b9
Demonstration	defined
71bl7, cf. 85b2S, 92a36 ; first principles of d. 71b20, 75b39, 84a30; )( syllogism 71b23; d. & knowledge 72aS7, I. iii, 83b33, 90b9 ; circular, reciprocal d. 72bl7 ; absolute d. 72b25, 7<>al4, cf. 74a37 ; d. & necessity 74b 11; d. not transferable I. vii, 76a22 ; three factors in d. 75a39 ; no d. of non-eternal facts ; d. & definition 75b31, 89a 18, II. iii-viii;
d.	& discourse 761)24·; d. & Forms, universals 77ao, 81a40; d. & interrogation 77a33; d. & essen-
tial attributes 84all ; no d. without middle term 84b23; d. & intuition 85a 1; universal)( particular d. I. xxiv ; affirmative )( negative d. I. xxv; more than one d. of the same conclusion I. xxix ; hypothetical d. 9^a(j Demonstrative knowledge 7Sa22 ; d. sciences 76a37 Diagonal incommensurable 71b26, 89a30
Dialectic 75a22, 77a29, b31, 78a12, 81 b 19 ; dialectical arguments 8^b35,	84a7,
b2, 86a22, 88a 19 Difference in species 74a(J, 22, 97al 1,	98a29 ; in
genus 88b26
Differentia 7ia37, 83b 1 ; division by d. 96b25—97b6 ; d. in definition 96b30— 97bl3
Discourse, external & internal 76b2l
Divisibility 84a 16, 95b30 Division (logical) 11. v, 92a28; in systematization 96bl5 ; in definition 96b27—97blS; in formulation of problems 98al
Earth 89b30, 90al2, 93a31, 98bl, 18 Echo 9SaJ7
Eclipse 90a7,	13,	93a2S,
95al l; of moon 75b3l, 88a 1, 90a3, 15-80, 93a30, 98a37, bl8 ; of sun 89b^(j Effect, see Cause Efficient cause 94-a22,36, b23
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Elements of proof 8ib21 ;
e.s in essence, definition 92a7, 96a22, b2, 3i—97a6, 98b 22
End or purpose 85b29. See Final cause Enthymeme 71al0 Epic cycle 77bS2 Equality, equals 76a41, b20, 77a31, 90a 13
Equivocation 85bll, 89a28, cf. 99a7 ; definition of equivocal terms 97b 13, 30 Eretria 94bl
Error in inference 72b3, 74a7, I. xvi, xvii Essence, essential nature (τί ian, τί ην elvai, sts. ουσία), elements in 73a35, 74b8, 83a21, b5, 15, 26, 84a 13, 25, 96a34, 97b 1 ; knowledge of e. 79a24 ; predicates denoting e. 8ib37, 83a24, 96b 12 ; question of e. 89b24—90aSI ;	e.,
definition & demonstration II. iii-x ; e. & syllogism II. iv; immediate
e.s 93b2i2. See Definition
Essential attributes, see Attribute
Eternal connexions 75h22 Ethics 89b9
Even number 73a40, b2\, 76b8, 78a20 ; see Number, Odd
Events, intermittent 75b33 ; causation of e.s II. xii; universal)( usual e.s 96a8 Example 71al0 Excluded Middle, Law of
71al3,	72al2,	73b23
77a22, 30, 88bl Existence, question of 89b24 Expansion of premisses 86b 13
Experience 100a5, cf. 88a3
Fact (to ὅπ) contrasted with reasoned fact I. xiii, 75a 14, 79a2, 89a 15, b24—90a2, 93al7-bl4, 98b20; see Reason
Faculty that apprehends first principles II. xix ; cognitive f.s not acquired but developed 99b25—100al3 False, geometrical hypotheses not 76b39 ; f. conclusions, judgements 88a25 ; see Conclusion Figure (geometrical) 73b34, 74b 1, 84b8, 85a3l, 86al, 99a 12 ; (logical) first f. 73al4, 79bl5, 80a7, 82b5, 30, 90b7,93a8; superiority of I. xiv ; middle or second
f.	73a 15,	79a25,	bI6,
80a27, 81a5, 82b 13, 30, 90b6 ; third f. 82b22, 90b7
Final cause (ου IW/ca) 85b36, 94a23, b8—95a9 ; see End Finite product of finite factors 82b31 Flute-players 78b31 Form 79a7 ; Platonic Forms 77a5, 83a33
Formula of essence (Aoyos) 73a38,	97al9 ; (ορος)
t)2b31 ; see Definition Fortuitous, no science of I. xxx ; see Chance
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Gall-bladder 99b(j
Genus, underlying or subject 75a 42, 76al;2, 39, bl3, 77a24,	87a88,	88b27,
96a25, b7, 98a3; contraries in same g. 73b21 ; primary truths of a g. 74b25 ; no transference of proof between genera I. vii, 8ibI7 ; g. as predicate 83b 1, 91bS; Being not a
g.	92b 14 ; systematization of a g. 9(>bl5 ; definition by g. & differentia 96b27—97b 13; topic of g. 97a27 ; the same in g. 98a26 ; indivisible genera 100b2
Geometrician 7 6a42,	b39,
92b 16
Geometry 75bI2, 76b5, 77bl-33, T9a9, 88b 11 ; & arithmetic 75a39, 79al9, 87a35; & mechanics, optics 75bl6, 76a23, 77b2, 78b37, 79al0 ; geometrical questions 77a40
Harmonics, see Arithmetic
Health as final cause 9 tb9
High-mindedness, definition of 97b 15
Horns 98a 16
Hot and Cold as genus 76b 18
Hypothesis defined 72a 18 ; )( axiom, postulate, definition 76b23;	& pre-
miss, postulate 8Ibl5, 86a34
Hypothetical knowledge 72bl5 ; h. proofs II. vi
Ice 95a 16
Ignorance 77bl7,	79b23;
see Error
Iliad 9i>b32, 93b36 Immediate premisses, propositions, connexions 72a7, bl9, 78a24, 79a31, 82h7, 84a35, bi t, 22, 36, 85al, 86a 15, b31, 88bl8, 37, 89a 14, 22, 91a34, 95b 15-31, 96aI8, 99b7, c/. <)8b2(> ; i. knowledge 75a 17 ; i. essences 93b22, 9 la9 ; how i. principles are apprehended II. xix ; see Atomic Inclination (veveiv) 76b9 Incommensurable 76b9 Indemonstrables 87b2 Individual (καθ’ έκαστον) 74a7 ;	(άτομος) 96b 11 ;
(αδιάφορος) 100a 16 ; see Particulars, Species Induction, procedure of 71a6, 8la40, 90bl4, &£a37, lOOb-l;	)( sense-percep-
tion 78a34 ; )( demonstration & division 9lb 15, 34 Infinite not knowable 8t»a(i ; i. regress, series 7i2b8, 81b33, 86a4, 90b26, 95bii3 Intelligence, practical (φρόνησις) 89b8
Interpolation of terms 78a M, 84b 12
Intuition (νους) 83b34, 85al, 88a7, 89b8, 100b8-15
Knowable naturally )( k. by us 72a 1
Knowledge α precondition for teaching & learning I. i; unqualified )( acci-
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dental k. 71b9, 72b25, 73bl6, 75b24, 76a4, 26; k. of fact and of cause or reason 71bl0, 30, I. xiii, 85b28,	87a31,	93al6,
94a20; k. acquired by demonstration 71bl7,72a37; demonstrative k. 71b20, 73a22, 74b5 ; no k. of non-fact 71b25; k. not impossible 72b5; object of k. cannot be otherwise 73a21, 88b31 ; absolute or universal knowledge 74a32,	83b38; criterion
of k. the ability to give an account 74b27-39 ; k. & intuition 83b34, 88b35, 100b8, cf. 72a33; k. & demonstration 83b35; hypothetical k. 84a6 ; k. not acquired by sense-perception 87b28 ; k. )( opinion I. xxxiii; k, of first principles, how obtained 99b 17 ; see Science
Lantern 94b28 Leaf-shedding 98a37-bl6, 33-38, 99a23 Length 74a22 Limit 74b 1
Line 73a32-b 1,20,30, 74al8, 75b 17,	76a40,	b5,	41,
85a39, 95b8, 99a9 ; parallel l.s 77b22 Lysander 97b21
Magnitude(s), geometrical 75b5, 76a36 ; m. as genus 88b29
Mathematics, mathematical
sciences 71a3,	77b27,
78all, 79al8, 88bl7 ; m. concerned with forms 79a7 ; mathematical)( dialectical reasoning 7 8a 12 ; mathematicians 79a3 Mechanics 76a24 Medicine 79al4,	88bl2;
medical question 77a41 Memory 100a3 Meno, dilemma in 7Ia29 Metaphors 97b37 Middle term must be necessary in demonstrative syllogism 74b29; must be distributee! 77a7 ; m.t. in second figure 78b 13 ; interpolation of m.t.s 78al4, 84b 12; proper & improper m.t.s I. xvii; m.t. necessary for demonstration 84b20 ; =cause or reason 89al6, bl 1, 38—90a35, 93a7, b 26,	94a23-b26,
95all, bl4, 98b35, 99b8; m.t.s in problems II. xv; m.t. as definition of major 99a21
Mina 84b38
Moon 89bl 1,	90a5,	12;
phases of 78b4, 98a33; eclipse of 87b39, 90a3, 16-30, 93a30
Mountain copper 92b22
Nameless terms 74a8, cf. 21 Natural scientist 79al2 ; see Science
Nature, priority in 71b34, cf. 72b28 ; design & necessity in n. 94b36 Necessary principles, premis-
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ses 74b5-i6,	88b31, φ.
89a 17 ; n. attributes 74b7, 12, φ. 89a34; n. conclusions 75al,	87b24; n.
events 87b20 ; n. consequences 94b27 Necessitating condition or ground 94a21 -34-Necessity, two kinds of 9lb37
Negation 72a II Night 90a5 Nile 98a31
Non-atomic attribution I. xvii
Non - existents, non - substances 92b29
Number, attributes of 73a39, 74al8, 75b5, 76b2, 78al7, 84al4, 99a9 ; n. as genus 76bl8, 38b28, 96a29 ; soul as self-moving n. 91a38
Objection {Ζνστασις) 73a33, 74bl9, 76b26, 77b34 Oblong number 73bl Odd number 73a39, 76bS, 78al8,84aI4, 96a32 ; oddness ib. 29
One and Many 77a5, 100a7 Opinion )( knowledge I. xxxiv, 100b7
Opposite attributes 73b 19, 74b9, 97a14
Optics 75b 1(>, 76a!>4, 77b2, 78b37, 79a 10, 20 Ostensive proof 85a 15, 1. xxvi
Packing 84b35 Parallel lines 77b22 Particulars, in induction
71a8; relation of p. to universal 71al8, cf. 79a5 ; p.s & sense-perception 72a4, 81bl, 100al7 ;	&
demonstration 74a9; p. )( universal demonstration I. xxiv; p. & universal definition 97b28 ; see Individual
Passivity 83a21, bl7 Per se {καθ' αυτό) 73ίΐ2(), 96b23 ; see Attribute Perpendicular 74a 13 Persian expedition 9la3(j Petitio principii 91 a31, bl() Physics referred to 95b 11 Place as category 83a22, bI7 Plane 85a3i)
Planets 78a30 Plurality 84al6 Point 73a32,	b30,	76b5,
87a36, 88a33, 95b5 Postulate 76b23, 77a3, 86a‘U Potential knowledge 86a25 Pounce 98a21
Predicate not distributed 77b30; right order of p.s 96b30
“ Predicated of all ” {κατά παντός) 73a26
Predication, proper & accidental 81a^4, 83a 1 -8Ta(>; no infinite chain of μ. 81b30—84b2
Premiss defined 7L2a& ; not subjectively qualified 71 bi$; p.s of demonstration I. ii, iv, vi, vii, ix; primary p.s, see Primary ; immediate p.s 72a7, bl9, 78a24, i)5b^2; dialectical )( demonstrative p.s 7^a9,
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77b39 ; true, necessary, generally accepted p.s 74b 15-26 ; universal p.s 75b21 ; p.s & questions 77a36 ;	& objections
77b34; p.s the starting-points of syllogism 81bl4; indemonstrable p.s 84b28 Primary premisses, truths 72a5, 28, b5, 74b25, 76a30, 90b27, 100b4; see Principle
Prime number 73a40, 96a36 Principle, first {αρχή) 71b23, 84b23, 86a15, 88b27 ; = primary premiss 72a6, 36;
f.p. of knowledge 72b24 ; necessary f.p.s I. vi; proper, special f.p.s 76a5, cf. 77b5, 88a31, b24 ; indemonstrable f.p.s 76al6, 31 ; common f.p.s 76a38-b21, 77a26, 88a36, b28, see Axiom; syllogisms cannot all have the same f.p.s I. xxxii; how f.p.s are apprehended II. xix ; see Primary, Starting-point Prior Analytics referred to 73a7, 14, 77a34, 91bl3 Prior in nature )( p. to us 71 b34, 72b28; p. & posterior truths 72b9 Privation 73b21 Problems II. xiv, xv, 98b32, 99a6
Progression, geometrical 78al
Property 73a7, 96b20; cf. 91al5, 92a8
Proportional 74a 18, 85a38, 99a8
Proposition (άπόφανσis) defined 72a 11; p. & premiss 72a8 ; p. )( thesis 72al9 ; = thesis 73a9 ; (πρότασις) 76b36, 77a36 ; see Premiss Pythagoreans 94b33
Quality 83a21, 36, blO if., 85b21, 88b2, 96b20 Quantity 83a21, bl4, 88b2, 96b20
Quarter-tone 84b39 Questions, syllogistic, scientific, geometrical 77a36-bS4 Quickness of wit 89b 10
Rainbow 79all, 98a28 Ratio (λόγος) 90a 19 Reason (διά τί, διότι) 74b28, 75a 14, 34, 79a3, 20, 85b24, 35, 88a2, 89al6, b24— 90a32, 93al7 ; see Cause Reciprocal proof, see Circular ; r. consequents 73a7 ;
r.	predication 84b5 ; r. replacement 98a25 Reciprocation 78a8, see Convertible ; r. of cause, effect & subject 99al6 Reductio ad impossibile 77a22, 85al6, I. xxvi Reflection a kind of refraction 98a27
Relation (category) 83a22, bl6, 85b21 ; correlatives 86a9
Rhetorical arguments 71a9
Science (επιστήμη), contraries studied by the same 75b 13; subordination of s.s 75bl4, 78b36, 79al3 ; no supreme
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s.	76al8; demonstrative
s.s 76a37 ; no d.s. of the fortuitous I. xxx ; every s. has its own premisses 77a37 ; expansion of a s. 78al4; unity of s. I. xxviii; s. as mode of thought 89b7 ; natural s. 89b9, cf. 79al2; procedure of s. 92b 15; see Knowledge Scythians 78b30 Semicircle 71a21 ; angle in 94a28
Sense-faculty, loss of 81a38 Sense-perception 78a35 ; & knowledge I. xxxi; s.-p. of particulars 87b37 ; failure of s.-p. 88al2; s.-p. & universal 90a28; s.-p. a faculty innate in all animals 99b34; its higher development ib. 36—100a 13 Sign 75a33, 99a3 Similarity of colours & figures 99al 1 Socrates 97b21 Solid 74al9, 85a39 ; s. geometry 78b38
Sophists 74b23; sophistic knowledge 71b9, 74>a28 Soul 91a35, 93a24, 100a7-16 Species, difference in 74a9, 22, 97all-22, 39, b5, cf. 99b5; s. of a subject 98b34; infimae species 96b 16,	97b31 ; specific
nature 89a20 ; see Genus Spine ( = fishbone) 98a22 Spontaneity 95a t Square (number) 73a4-0, 7(ib8; (figure) 73b36, cf.
99al9 ; squaring a circle 75b41
Starting-point (αρχή) of demonstration 72a7, 74b22, 86b30, 90b24, 100bl3 ; of art & science 100a8 ; of scientific knowledge 100b 14; see Premiss, Principle
Straight 73a38,	b<20,	30,
76a35; s. line 75bl9, 76b42, 96bl8
Subject (υποκείμενον) of predication 71a2i,	73b8,
83a26, b21 ; see Predicate, Substrate
Substance (ουσία) 73b7, 83b 12, 85b20 ; see Essence
Substrate (υποκείμενον) 79a8, 83a6, 87a33
Sun 89M2, 90al3 ; eclipse of 89b26
Syllogism )( enthymeme 71 all ; s. & demonstration 7lbl7, 72b26, 99blo ; demonstrative s. 74b 10, 26, cf. 79a22 ; s. & discourse 76b25 ; affirmative & negative s.s 81bl0, 85a 1 ; relation of premisses in s. 87a22, 92al2 ; s.s cannot all have the same first principles I. xxxii; s. & essence II. iν
Tartarus 94b34
Term (ορος) 73a9, 81bl0
Thesis 72a 14, cf. 73a9
Thought, modes of 89b7
Three as subject 96a27-bll as infima species 96b 17
Thunder 93a22, b8, 94a3
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Time 74a 19 ; as category 83a22, bl7
Topics of genus & accident 97a27
Transference of demonstration I. vii
Triangle 71al4, 76a35, 85b6, 92b 15 ; sum of angles of a t. 71al9, 27, 73b30, 40, 74a26, 76a6, 84b7, 85b5, 39, 86a25, 87b36, 90a33, 91a4, 93a34; particular
t.	71a21, 85a34; t. & line 73a35; isosceles t. 73b38, 74a2, 17, 27, 36, bl, 84b6, 85a27, b6, 12, 39, 86a26, 91a4; equilateral t. 74a27 ; scalene
t.	74a27, 84b7 ; t. as subject 90a 13 ; triangularity
QQalQ
Truths, ultimate (ὅροι) 72b24
Ungeometrical, two senses 77b23
Unicorn (τραγέλαφος) 92b7
Unit, existence assumed 71al5,	76a35,	93b 25;
meaning assumed 76a34, 93b24; defined 72a22, cf. 87a36; studied by-
arithmetic 7 6b4 ; )( point
88a33
Universal exhibited by induction 71a8, 81b2, 88a4;
u.	& sense-perception 72a4, 87b30, 90a28; u. attributes 73b26 ; u. premisses 75b21 ; u.s )( particulars 77a9,	81a40,
85a31 ; u. )( particular knowledge 79a5; u. & demonstration 81a40, 87b33 ; u. demonstration I. xxiv ; u. as cause 85b24, cf. 88a5 ; u. apprehended through experience 88a4, 100a5; υ. connexion proved in first figure 93a8 ;
u.	predication 96al2 ; u. )( usual events 96a8-19 ; definition always u. 97b26; u. & particular in definition 97b28 ; u. problems 98b32
Usual )( fortuitous 87b20; )( universal 96a8-19
Whole and part 74a9 ; contained in a whole 79a37
Wisdom 89b8
Wounds, circular 79al5
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1. INDEX OF THE MORE IMPORTANT GREEK WORDS
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αγαθός 7 a6 + αδύνατος 57b34 + αιρεσις 4b2
αίσθησις 2a7,4al7,5a5,28, b5 αίτιον 16b 1 H-άλήθεια 4b3, 5b30 άμα ττ} φύσει 31al7 + αναγκαίος 55b20, 29 + ανάγκη 12bl +, 25a34 τα ’Αναλυτικά 62aH, b 32 άνθρωπος (def.) Ib30 άντώιηρημενα 36b2 +, 42b7 +, 43a29+ άντίθεσις 63a 16 άντικατηγορειν 3b8 + άντ ικείμενα 5b33,	35b8,
42a23 +, 47a29 άντιστ ρεφειν 9al0-f,	25a6,
49b12, 63a32 άντίφασις 6b 13, 2-11)8 άπόδειξις (def.) 0a27, 5a8, 8bl9, 41a30, 62al2 άττό κλήρος 12b 18 άττομνημόνευσις 64a3 ά7τόρήμα 62a 18
άττόφασις 36a6 -f, 43b 12 άριθμός 3a8 +
άρχη 8b28 +, 21b8, 58b5+ ἄτομος 9b 17 +, 20a35, 21a36, 21bl9, 22b22, Ub2 αύτοάνθρωπος 37 b7, 4 8a 18 αντοδόξα 62a30 αύτοεκαστον 62a27 άφαίρεσις 19a25
γενεσις 14bl6+,	17b4+,
46b 13
γένος lbl7 +, 2a31 + ,b27+, 3a8 +; b5 + γεωμετρία la7 γήρας 17 a 28 + γίνεσθαι 37a23 + γνώριμος 0b23
γνωριμώτερος 1 Ia8 -1-, 29 b3 +, 31a3, 41a26+, 59all γνώσις 4b3 γονευς 5a7, b23 γραμματική 2a20 + γυμνάσια 1 a27 +, 59a25 γυμναστικός 5a9
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δαίμων 12a37 διαγραφή 5b 13
διαλεκτικός	(συλλογισμός)
0a23 +, lb2, 4a3+, bl, 5b32, 55b8 +
διαφορά lbl8 +, 5a24,7b38 +, 39a29+ δίκαιος 6b30 + δόξα 18b22 δο^αστός 21b2, 62a27 δύναμις lb7, 26a31+, 38b27+, 64b 1
ειδοποιός 43b9
είδος 3a8 +, 6a9+, llaS-l-f, 41b28 + είκών 40a 15 to ev 21al6, 27a38 + ένα ντίωσις 12b28 Ινδο^α (def.) 0b21 ένδοξος 0a20, lbl, 4a9, 5b2 +, 12a5, 59a38 + ενέργεια 46b 14 ενθύμημα 64a7 έντενξις la28 +
επαγωγή 3b3 +, 5al2 +, b28, 8bl0, 12al+, 13blT, 30, 15a6,22al9,23b8,55b22 + έπακτικός 8b8, 61a 12 έπεσθαι 17a7 + επιείκεια 41al6 επιθυμητικός 13b2 +, 26a9 επιθυμία 10b38 + επιστήμη la6, 34 +, blO, 2a7, 5a28, b5 επιστημονικός Obi9, 41bl6 επιχείρημα 62al6 εριστικός (συλλογισμός) def.
^ 0b24
ερμηνεία 39b 13 έρως 46a9
ερώτηματίζειν 55b4 +
ευφυΐα 63b 14
έχειν (category) 3b24 +
ηδονη 4b7 ηθικός 5b21 + ήθος 13a3 + ημικύκλιον lal5
θάλαττα 35a28
θεός 4a 6, 9b33+,	15b33,
16bl3 +,	22bl3,	38,
26a35+, 28b20, 32b 12, 36b8
θέσις 4b 19 θεώρημα 4b 1 θυμοειδής 13a36, 26all
ιατρικός lb6 + ιδέα 37b3 +
ίδιον lbl8+, 2al8+, b26+, 3b5 +
ίσόκωλος 48b33
καθόλου 8b34 +, 64a 11 καιρός 17a26 + κάλλος 16b21 κατηγορία 3b21 κεΐσθαι 3b23 + κεφαλισμός 63b26 κινεΐν llb5 +, 20b 1 κίνησις llb6, 20b 1 κόλασις 5a5 κόσμος 4b 8 + κρύφις 55b27 +
λέξις 9a29
λευκάς 6b8, 7al3, 9b37 + λογικός 5b21 +, 62b28 λογιστικόν 26a8
μάλλον καί ἡττον 14a38+, 19bl8+,27bl8+,37bl4 +
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μέθεξις 23a22 +, 32b35+ μέθοδος 0al8,	la23, 29+,
b5, 11, 2alO, 38, b36 μεταφορά 23a33, 39b33 + μετέχειν 23a21 + μνήμη 25b7 μυελός 40a5
νεότης 17a28 + νόμος 5b23 νους Sail
ομοιομερής 35a20 όμοιος 5a25, 14b25, 36b3l + , 38a30+
όμοιότης 8a7+,	40al0 + ,
56bl0
ομωνυμία 10b 16, 48a23 ομώνυμος 6a22, 23a28, 39b20 τό ον 21a\6+, 27a28 + όνοματοποιεΐν 4b38 ονος 7al9
όρίζεαθ αι 39a24—55a39 ορισμός lb30 + , 2a4, b28 + , 3bl4 + ,	7a36 + ,	8b20,
1 lbl3 +, 20b30, 39a24— 55 a39
ορος def. Ib23, 37+, 3b5+, 20b 13,	30b^6,	39a24—
55a39
ουσία 3b28, 20b37+, 31a5, 35al2, 17 +, 39a31, 40a38, 43a 18, 45a4, 46b3, 50b26, 53b32
όφρυόσκιος 40a4
πάθος 26b31< + παραβολή 4a29, 56b26 παράδοξος 4b20, 35 παραλόγιζεσθαι 8a27 + παραλογισμός la7 + παρώνυμος 9b5, 1 la35 +
πάσχειν (category) 3b24 +
πατήρ 15b23 +
πίθηκος 17b 18
πνεύμα 27 a3 +
ποιείν (category) 3b24 +
ποιόν 3b23 +, 20b36 +, 44a20
πολυχρόνιος 16a 13
ποσόν 3b23 +
ποτέ 3b23 +
ποΰ 3b23 +
πρόβλημα lbl6+, 4bl + π ρος τι 3b23+,	Hal 3,
20b37+,	24bl5+,
35bl8 +,	45a13,	46a37,
49b4
πρόσθεσις I5a27, 18bl0 + πρότασις lbl5 + πρότερος 33al3 + , 41a26 + πτώσις 6b29+,	14a27+,
24al0+,	36b 15 +,
48aI0+, 53b25 + πΰρ 29b 11
ρητορικά 6 Ia6 ρητορικός lb6 +
σηφιδακής 40a5 σόφισμα 62a 15 + σοφιστής	26a31
σοφιστικός llb33, 33b 18 στέρησις 43b34, 47a5 + στοιχείον 5b 18, 20b 13, 2lbl^, 63b25
συκοφαντεΐν 39b26 συλλογίζεσθαι 0al9 -Η, 64a 11 συλλογισμός def. 0a25, 3b7, 4b13, 5al2 +, 8a22, 38+, 30a8, 39b30, 53a23, 54a29, 55b12 +
συμβεβηκός lbl8+,	+,
27+, 3b5 + συμβλητός 7b 13
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συμμετρία I6b22 συμπεττληγμενα 48b23 συναναιρεΐν 41b28 σύνθεσις 5Ia20
συνώνυμος 7bl7, 9b6, 23a29, 27b5, 48a24, 62b37 σύστοιχος 14a26+,	19a38»
24al0+, 47a23, 53b25+
τά£ις 55b3 ταύτόν 51b28 + τέχνη 4a 15
τό τί e<m 2a32 +, 3b23 +, 8b23,	20b21,	22a5+,
28aI4 + , 48al
τό τί fjv είναι lb20 + , 37, 2al8, 3bl0 + , 54a33 τομή 16b 10 τριμερής 33o!32
υγιεινός 6b34 + ύπόθεσις 8b8 +, 19b35 ύστερος 33a 13 +
φαλαγγών 40a4 φύσις 36a5 +
φεναζ 26bS φθείρεσθαι 370,23 + φθορά 14bl6+, 17b3 + φιλοσοφεΐν 18a 10 φιλοσόφημα 62a 15 φιλοσοφία la27 +, 4b20, 5b30, 63b9
φιλόσοφος 55b8 + φυγή 4b2 φυσικος 5b21 +
φύσις 3a29, 15bl5, 16bll+, I9al6+, 34a5
χρήμα τίζεσθαι 18a 11 χρόνος llb24, 20a38, 45b21
φευδής 62b3 + φενδογραφείσθαι 320.33 φυχη 6o24 +, 10b2 +, 1 lb5 +, 29bl0 +, 40b4
ωσαύτως εχειν 37a8 +
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accident (συμβεβηκός) lb 18 +, 2b4 +, 8b34—19a31 Achilles 17b 14 activity 3b23 +
Ajax 17bl3
ambiguity 6al+,	8al8+,
10a23+
Analytics 62all, b32 Antisthenes 4b21 754
begging the question 62b34 +
categories 3b20 + chance I2b2, 16b2 + Choerilus 57al6 contentious reasoning (def.) 0b24
definition 2al+,	39a24—
INDICES
55a39; see όρίζεσθαι, ορισμός, ορος
demonstration (def.) Oa27 dialectical reasoning (def.) 0a30
dialectics 55b3—64b 19 ; see
διαλεκτικός
differentia lbl8; see διαφορά Dionysius 48a27
Empedocles 5b 17, 27a 18 essence: see τό τί ἐστι, τό τί rjv είναι
ethical propositions 5b21 +
fallacy 62b3 + false reasonings lao +
genus 2a31 + , 20bl2—28bl0
Heraclitus 4b22, 59b32 + Homer 57a 16
ideas (Platonic), 13a25, 37b3 + ,	43b32,	47a6,
48al4 +, 54al9, 62a27 +
(?)
India 16a38 indivisible lines, 21bl9 induction 3b3+, 5a 12 + ; see επαγωγή
inflexions, 6b29 ; see ιττώσις
Lacedaemonians 52a 14 + logical propositions 5b21 +
Melissus 4b23 metaphor 23a33 +
Nestor 17b24
Odysseus 17bl3
particular problems 9a2 + passivity 3b23 + peculiarity (ίδιον) lbl8 + Peloponnesians 52a 13 + perception: see αΐσθησις physical propositions 5b21 + place 3b23 +
Plato 22b27, 40b4, 48a 16 Plato Comicus 40a3 position 3b23 + problem (πρόβλημα) lb 16 + problem, dialectical 4b 1 + Prodicus 12b21 property (ίδιον) (def.) Ib25 property 2al8+, 28bl4—· 39a20
proposition (πρότασις) lblo etc.
propositions, dialectical 4a4 +
quality 3b23 + quantity 3b23 +
relation 3b23 + rhetoric: see ρητορικός
sameness, three types distinguished 3a 6 +
Socrates 3a31, 60b27 + state (έξις) 3b23 +
thesis (def.) 4b 19 time 3b23 + ; see χρόνος Triballi 15b23 +
universal problems 9a2 +
Xenocrates 12a38, 40b3n., 41aB, 52a8, 27
Zeno 60b8
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